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SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 


The  Subcommittee  on  Fire  Laws  recommends  that  the  1977  Montana 
Legislature  consider  enacting: 

(1)  A  bill  to  clarify  the  statutes  governing  local 
government  provision  of  fire  services; 

(2)  A  bill  to  revise  and  clarify  statutes  establishing 
the  authority  of  the  state  fire  marshal; 

(3)  A  bill  to  raise  the  fire  marshal  tax  by  .25  percent, 
earmark  revenue  from  the  tax  for  the  use  of  the 
Fire  Marshal  Bureau,  and  establish  funding  for  a 
program  designed  to  encourage  local  fire  services 
to  conduct  fire  prevention  activities; 

(4)  A  bill  to  formally  create  the  Fire  Services  Training 
School  now  located  in  Great  Falls  and  transfer  its 
management  to  the  Board  of  Public  Education; 

(5)  A  bill  to  require  special  plans  to  ensure  that 
state-owned  buildings  are  protected  from  fire  and 

to  authorize  payments  to  local  governments  providing 
fire  services  to  state-owned  buildings  with  special 
fire  protection  problems;  and 

(6)  A  bill  to  remove  barriers  to  the  efficient  delivery 
of  natural  resource  fire  protection  by  changing  the 
assessment  system  to  base  assessments  on  a  single 
class  of  forest  land  with  a  $6  per-year  minimum 
charge  and  expanding  county  fire  protection  responsi- 
bilities. 


INTRODUCTION  AND  SUMMARY  OF 
SUBCOMMITTEE  DELIBERATIONS 


Following  the  1975  Legislature,  the  Committee  on  Priorities 
assigned  the  Local  Government  Committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate  to  study  the  laws  and  responsibilities  of  the  state 
and  local  governments  regarding  grassland  and  forest  fires 
as  well  as  other  jurisdictional  problems  relating  to  fires. 
House  Joint  Resolutions  15  and  2  3  had  both  requested  studies 
of  fire  protection  statutes  that,  in  the  opinion  of  most  fire- 
fighters, had  become  a  patchwork  of  overlapping,  complex,  and 
often  obsolete  laws  and  regulations.   The  laws  have  created 
considerable  confusion  and  expense  both  to  those  protected 
and  those  responsible  to  provide  protection. 

Representatives  Bardanouve  and  Kelly,  who  had  each  sponsored 
one  of  the  resolutions  proposing  the  study,  attended  the 
subcommittee's  first  meeting.   They  both  indicated  that  they 
were  hopeful  the  subcommittee  could  remove  many  of  the  obso- 
lete and  ambiguous  references  in  the  fire  codes.   These  goals 
could  most  easily  be  achieved  by  rewriting  the  contents  of 
the  fire  code.   Representative  Bardanouve  hoped  the  subcom- 
mittee would  find  a  way  to  solve  the  fire  problems  in  the 
state  without  establishing  a  statewide  firefighting  agency 
in  charge  of  fires  in  the  counties.   He  encouraged  establishing 
a  system  that  would  assist  counties  in  providing  their  own 
fire  services. 

The  subcommittee  conducted  six  hearings,  two  of  which  solicited 
broad  public  comment.   The  balance  were  information  hearings 
at  which  persons  with  specialized  knowledge  of  the  problem 
areas  in  the  lire  service  were  asked  to  inform  the  subcommittee 
of  what  needed  to  be  done.   The  most  significant  information 
hearing  was  conducted  on  September  27,  1975.   Because  of  the 
importance  of  che  presentations  made  at  this  meeting,  the 
transcript  of  that  meeting  comprises  a  section  of  this  report. 

As  a  result  of  its  study,  the  subcommittee  has  recommended 
bills  to  revise  and  clarify  the  basic  authorization  statutes 
in  the  major  areas  of  fire  service  delivery  in  Montana.   These 
proposals  include  the  following: 

1.   Enactment  of  a  general  revision  of  the  statutes  governing  . 
the  delivery  of  fire  services  in  municipalities  and  counties 
is  recommended.   Clarification  of  these  statutes  was  one  of 
the  basic  responsibilities  of  the  subcommittee.   The  bill 
recommended  for  consideration  maintains  the  basic  patterns  of 
fire  departments  and  rural  fire  companies  that  now  exist,  but 
it  clarifies  statutes  that  had  been  adopted  over  the  years 
without  careful  consideration  of  the  relationships  among  them. 
Major  changes  from  the  present  laws  include  the  following: 
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a.  The  bill  includes  a  section  that  outlines  the 
purpose  of  the  fire  service  to  protect  life  and 
property  from  injury  by  fire  through  fire  preven- 
tion and  protection  activities. 

b.  The  bill  allows  great  latitude  in  the  way  that 
fire  services  may  be  provided  by  local  governments. 
Depending  on  local  needs,  the  local  government  can 
use  volunteer  and  paid  firefighters  in  any  combina- 
tion it  finds  fills  its  needs. 

c.  The  bill  provides  a  procedure  for  disposing  of 
the  assets  of  a  fire  district  in  the  unlikely  event 
a  district  should  ever  be  dissolved.   New  procedures 
for  transferring  assets  between  districts  are  also 
provided. 

d.  Fire  companies  would  be  required  to  designate 
the  boundary  of  the  area  they  serve  under  the  pro- 
posed bill.   Under  present  law  this  is  not  required 
and  has  created  confusion  in  some  instances. 

e.  Special  exemptions  for  firefighters  such  as 
exemption  from  jury  duty,  military  service,  road 
and  head  taxes  are  removed.   These  provisions  are 
obsolete  leftovers  from  the  19th  century. 

".   The  public  safety  powers  of  a  fire  chief  at 
the  scene  of  a  fire  are  extended  to  all  chiefs  by 
the  bill. 

The  subcommittee  recognizes  that  this  bill  can  only  be  con- 
sidered as  an  alternative  to  the  fire  service  chapter  in  the 
new  local  government  code  proposed  by  the  State  Commission  on 
Local  Government.   The  members  felt  that  the  Legislature 
should  have  this  bill  only  as  an  alternative  for  consideration 

2.   Several  changes  to  improve  services  provided  the  fire 
marshal  bureau  are  recommended. 

a.   A  tax  of  3/4  of  1%  on  the  direct  premiums  of 
fire  insurance  paid  in  the  state  each  year  is  levied 
to  support  the  office  of  the  state  fire  marshal. 
The  purpose  of  this  tax  is  for  fire  prevention, 
code  enforcement  and  arson  investigation.   While  the 
fire  marshal's  budget  projections  are  basad  upon 
expected  revenues  from  the  tax,  executive  review 
and  approval  do  not  allocate  this  amount  to  the 
office.   As  the  tax  is  paid  into  the  general  fund, 
revenue  from  the  tax  is  used  to  fund  programs  other 
than  that  of  the  fire  marshal.   The  subcommittee 
believes  the  fire  marshal  should  receive  the  entire 
amount  of  the  tax  so  that  the  office  may  be  used 
more  effectively.   The  tax  will  be  deposited  in 


an  earmarked  fund  to  pay  the  costs  of  operation 
and  salaries  of  the  fire  marshal's  office  and  to 
provide  supplemental  funding  to  county  governments 
participating  in  a  statewide  fire  prevention  pro- 
gram.  I £  not  used,  up  to  2  5%  of  the  revenue  derived 
in  a  fiscal  year  from  the  state  fire  marshal's  tax 
may  be  carried  over  to  the  following  fiscal  year 
to  fund  fire  prevention  programs.   Standards  for 
distributing  these  funds  to  fire  departments  will 
be  developed  by  a  fire  marshal's  advisory  committee 
that  is  created  by  the  bill. 

b.   The  fire  marshal  bureau's  ability  to  promote  fire 
prevention  practices  in  the  state  has  been  limited 
because  its  powers  to  promulgate  rules  and  establish 
educational  programs  is  not  clearly  defined  in  sta- 
tute.  In  addition,  its  lack  of  funds  prevents  it 
from  assisting  local  fire  authorities  in  fire  pre- 
vention programs.   The  subcommittee  recommends  that 
a  clear  statement  of  fire  marshal  duties  be  written 
into  the  law.   Duties  included  in  the  proposal  streng- 
then the  role  of  the  fire  marshal  as  the  state's  fire 
prevention  aad  safety  office. 

3.  The  Montana  Fire  Services  Training  School  now  operates  as 
an  adjunct  to  the  Vo-Tech  Center  in  Great  Falls  and  is  under 
the  authority  of  the  Office  of  Superintendent  of  Public  In- 
struction.  (The  basic  function  of  the  school  is  to  provide 
structural  fire  training  for  the  volunteer  firefighters  of 
the  state  and  to  offer  specialized  seminars  for  paid  fire- 
fighters. ) 

After  submitting  its  budget  to  the  Superintendent's  office, 
the  school  has  received  less  than  requested  because  it  was 
forced  to  compete  for  funds  with  vocational  programs.   The 
school's  training  program  is  quite  unlike  the  other  programs 
in  the  Vo-Tech  system,  yet  for  budgeting  purposes  it  has  been 
treated  as  if  there  were  no  difference. 

The  subcommittee  recommends  that  the  school  be  placed  under 
the  direct  authority  of  the  Board  of  Public  Education,  which 
will  be  responsible  for  control  over  its  budgetary  and  person- 
nel policies. 

4.  When  paid  and  volunteer  fire  departments  have  responded 
to  fires  on  state  property,  they  have  often  received  little 

or  no  compensation  for  their  efforts  even  when  lives  and  equip- 
ment were  lost.   The  subcommittee  recommends  that  a  system  of 
direct  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  be  provided  by  the  state  to 
compensate  both  paid  and  volunteer  fire  departments  for  the 
protection  of  such  property  where  the  fire  marshal  determines 
there  are  especially  difficult  protection  problems. 


While  all  reasonable  systems  for  allowing  sucn  payments  have 
not  been  identified,  at  least  the  following  alternatives  have 
been  used: 

(a)  Levy  the  fire  department  millage  against  the 
equivalent  to  taxable  value  of  the  protected 
property; 

(b)  Protect  the  property  on  a  cost-per-square-foot 
basis ; 

(c)  Allow  negotiation  of  a  flat  fee  for  protection; 

(d)  Authorize  payments  on  an  occurrence  basis  -- 
payments  made  on  a  per-hour  basis  only  when  there 
is  a  fire. 

Local  options  are  allowed  by  the  proposal  so  contracts  could 
be  negotiated  as  needed.   State  agencies  would  be  responsible 
to  ensure  protection  has  been  arranged. 

5.   The  subcommittee  recognized  problems  in  the  delivery  of 
fire  protection  to  Montana's  national  resource  areas.   The 
recommended  bill  was  developed  in  cooperation  with  the  Depart- 
ment of  Natural  Resources  and  is  designed  to  simplify  the 
natural  resource  protection  system  and  reduce  the  areas  of 
the  state  for  which  no  planning  or  protection  is  provided. 
Tho  proposed  bill  does  the  following: 

(a)  It  removes  the  multi-class  system  of  forest 
lands. 

(b)  It  establishes  a  minimum  fee  for  protection 
to  reduce  the  administrative  burden  of  assessing 
small  parcels. 

(c)  It  increases  the  responsibility  and  authority 
of  counties  for  providing  fire  protection. 

(d)  It  removes  numerous  obsolete  portions  of  the 
forest  protection  laws. 

The  subcommittee  considered  a  wide  range  of  options  from  chang- 
ing nothing  to  funding  the  system  fully  from  the  general  fund. 
A  more  detailed  outline  of  alternatives  and  a  discussion  of 
the  background  of  the  recommended  bill  prepared  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Natural  Resources  to  assist  the  subcommittee  in  its 
discussions  are  included  later  in  this  report. 


FIRE  PROTECTION  AGENCIES  IN  MONTANA 

The  Range  of  Fire  Protection  Requirements 

Overlapping  fire  service  responsibilities  have  grown  up  over 
the  years,  at  least  in  part,  because  of  the  fact  that  fire 
threatens  natural  resources  and  structural  improvements  in 
different  ways.   Different  equipment,  training,  response  times, 
and  techniques  are  required  to  deliver  protection  in  varying 
circumstances.   Because  the  risks  themselves  are  intermingled, 
agencies  that  protect  them  are,  at  times,  viewed  as  overlapping. 
The  range  of  the  fire  problem  can  be  viewed  as  extending  from 
a  purely  urban  problem  through  suburban,  rural  subdivided, 
rural  farm  and  ranch  with  buildings  and  crops,  to  unimproved 
wildland  covered  by  forest  and  rangeland.   Various  types  of 
agencies  have  developed  to  meet  the  challenges  that  these 
risks  pose  to  our  society.   The  next  section  outlines  the 
types  of  agencies  now  existing  in  Montana. 

Types  of  Fire  Protection  Agencies  in  Montana 

1.  Incorporated  city  and  town  fire  departments 

Every  city  and  town  must  have  a  fire  department  (Section  11- 
1901,  R.C.M.  1947).   Generally  speaking,  the  organization 
and  size  of  the  department  is  left  to  the  city  or  town 
government  (Section  11-1902,  R.C.M.  1947).   The  fire  de- 
partment may  be  composed  of  paid  or  volunteer  firefighters. 
Second-class  cities  having  paid  departments  may,  in  addition, 
have  volunteer  departments  (Section  11-19  36) . 

2.  Tax-based  fire  districts 

A  county  commission  may  establish  a  fire  district  upon 
receipt  of  a  petition  signed  by  resident  freeholders  in 
an  area  who  own  at  least  50%  of  the  privately  owned  lands 
in  the  area.   Fire  district  fire  departments  are  organized 
according  to  law  and  are  supported  by  a  tax  levy  on  the 
district.   Many  of  these  departments  attempt  to  provide 
both  structural  and  wildland  fire  protection,  but  the 
districts  are  primarily  designed  for  structural  protection. 
The  fire  district  department  is  made  up  of  fire  companies. 

3.  Fire  companies  in  unincorporated  towns  and  villages 

Under  Section  11-2  00  3,  fire  companies  may  be  formed  by  a 
fire  district  board  of  trustees  or  any  group  of  people 
in  an  unincorporated  town  or  village.   A  certificate  is 
filed  stating  existence  of  the  company,  which  must  be 
renewed  every  three  months.   There  may  be  no  more  than 
one  company  per  1,000  residents  and  not  more  than  28 
firefighters  per  company.   Most  often  these  companies 
serve  all  persons  within  a  designated  area.   Companies 
not  supported  by  a  fire  district  are  funded  by  fund-raising 
activities  and  voluntary  donations.   Fire  companies  serve 
mainly  to  protect  structures. 
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4.  Volunteer  fire  departments  by  subscription 

Volunteer  fire  departments  are  also  formed  to  provide 
protection  by  subscription.   Only  those  people  who  pay 
their  subscription  to  the  support  of  the  department  are 
protected.   This  system  is  common  in  Gallatin  County. 
While  the  law  does  not  provide  this  type  of  department, 
it  is  not  clear  that  it  is  illegal.   Serious  problems 
arise  under  this  system  when  all  property  in  an  area 
are  not  covered. 

5.  Private  fire  departments 

The  O'Donnel  fire  department  in  Yellowstone  County  is  an 
example  of  this  kind  of  fire  department.   The  contractor 
provides  protection  to  property  on  a  subscription  basis 
and  also  holds  a  contract  with  the  county  to  protect  cer- 
tain areas.   A  similar  system  in  Arizona  has  attracted 
nationwide  attention  because  it  has  worked  so  well. 

6.  County  fire  departments 

These  departments  are  loosely  organized  and  operated  by 
the  sheriff  of  a  county  that  has  one.   Money  for  support 
of  the  department  comes  from  the  county  commissioners. 
Problems  may  arise  with  these  departments  because  of 
limited  funds.   County  departments  now  exist  in  Valley 
. nd  Teton  counties. 

7.  County-wide  fire  districts 

This  is  a  variation  of  the  fire  district  form  that  the 
fire  marshal  believes  is  the  best  form  of  organization 
for  a  county.   A  county-wide  district  assures  some  pro- 
tection for  a  whole  county  and  a  much  sounder  funding 
basis  than  any  other  system  in  use. 

8.  Other  fire  departments 

In  addition  to  the  fire  departments  above,  there  are  also 
agency  fire  departments  on  Indian  reservations,  military 
facilities,  and  private  industrial  organizations  organized 
to  serve  special  needs.   These  departments  amount  to  little 
more  than  a  group  of  people  working  together  to  solve  a 
problem  they  see.   Because  they  do  not  have  the  liability 
protection,  this  type  of  department  is  not  recognized  in 
law  or  statutory  disability  and  pension  benefits. 

9.  Forest  fire  protection  districts 

These  are  districts  formed  in  Class  I  or  Class  II  forest 
areas  for  the  purpose  of  providing  fire  protection  through 


a  recognized  agency.   Where  this  type  of  district  exists, 
a  protection  fee  is  levied  on  all  property  within  the 
district  and  the  state  arranges  fire  protection.   The 
fee  is  not  more  than  16  cents  per  acre  on  Class  I  land 
and  not  more  than  5  cents  per  acre  on  Class  II  land. 

10.   Individual  forest  fire  protection  measures 

An  individual  owner  of  forest  land  is  responsible  under 
Section  28-109  to  prevent  forest  fires  and  suppress  the 
spread  of  fires  on  his  land.   Landowners  may  undertake 
this  responsibility  individually  when  they  are  not  in  a 
forest  fire  protection  district  or  they  may  contact  the 
State  Forester  to  arrange  for  protection  on  an  affidavit 
basis.   When  this  is  done  a  fee  is  levied  against  the 
land  just  as  in  a  forest  fire  protection  district. 
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VIEWS  OF  MONTANA'S  FIRE  PROTECTION  PROBLEMS 


The  subcommittee  asked  a  wide  range  of  interested  persons  to 
help  it  define  the  problems  that  existed  with  the  fire  services 
in  the  state  at  a  hearing  conducted  on  September  27,  1975. 
This  section  recounts  the  speakers'  comments  from  that  meeting. 


Dick  Sandman 

Division  of  Forestry  DNR 

I'm  with  the  State  of  Montana  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and 
Conservation,  Division  of  Forestry.   I  would  like  to  address  myself 
to  three  questions: 

1)  Do  we  have  a  natural  resource  fire  problem? 

2)  Should  volunteers  confront  natural  resource  fires? 

3)  How  do  we  benefit  from  natural  resource  fire  protection? 

Do  We  Have  a  Fire  Problem  in  Montana? 

Our  fire  problem  is  really  a  mixture  of  problems,  including: 
structural  fires,  range  and  cropland  fires,  and  forest  fires.   We 
must  recognize  all  of  these.   The  Division  of  Forestry  is  mostly 
concerned  with  fires  that  burn  our  natural  resources:   our  forests, 
range,  and  cropland. 

A  map  of  the  state  was  shown  to  illustrate  the  classified  forest 
land  in  the  state.   There  are  12.5  million  acres  of  public  and 
private  land  classified  as  forest  land  in  Montana.   These  are  classi- 
fied as  Class  I  fcrest  land,  where  10%  of  the  ground  is  covered  by 
the  crowns  of  the  trees,  while  intermingled  grasslands  and  land  out 
to  a  half    mile  from  Class  I  lands  are  labelled  as  Class  II 
forest  lands.   What  fire  problems  are  we  faced  with  on  these 
forest  lands? 

The  sun  over  a  period  of  time  builds  up  forest  fuels.   One  percent 
of  the  sun's  energy  each  year  is  built  up  in  fuel  on  the  forest. 
Whether  we  do  anything  or  not,  this  fuel  loading  goes  on  until 
Mother  Nature  takes  care  of  it  and  burns  it.   In  our  temperate 
climate  in  Montana,  this  accumulation  goes  on  faster  than  decompo- 
sition so  we  get  this  build-up.   Some  areas  get  a  much  faster 
decomposition  than  we  do  here. 

Nature  then  takes  this  fuel  and  throws  us  a  curve  ball  with  it  from 
time  to  t-  ime .   We  get  a  blowdown  of  timber,  which  takes  this  fuel 
and  spreads  it  into  a  very  contiguous  layer.   This  provides  a 
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nightmare  for  firefighters  who  want  to  get  through  it  to  fight  fire. 
Insect  and  disease  attacks  create  a  ladder-like  vertical  fuel  that 
promotes  the  crowning  of  fires  and  spotting  ahead  of  fire  fronts. 
Thus  we  are  faced  with  a  long  standing  fire  problem. 

In  our  attempts  to  control  this  kind  of  a  fuel  build-up  over  the 
years,  we,  as  land  managers,  try  to  rearrange  this  fuel.   We  get 
in  and,  through  forest  management  operations,  remove  heavy  fuels 
through  cutting  operations.   When  we  do  this,  we  also  provide  the 
fine  fuels  on  the  ground,  called  slash,  through  our  logging  and 
thinning  operations.   So  we  have  another  hazard  facing  us. 

To  give  you  some  idea  what  is  happening  on  state  and  private  lands 
in  Montana,  in  our  slash  operations  you'll  notice  that  from  1972 
through  1974  we  are  getting  an  increase  from  438,000,000  board  feet 
to  506,000,000  board  feet  increase  in  cutting.   In  Region  1  in 
Northern  Idaho  and  Montana,  the  percentage  of  volume  cut  on  private 
lands  in  1972  was  37%,  while  in  1974  47%  was  cut  on  private  lands. 
How  about  Montana  itself? 

Cascade  County  in  1968  cut  approximately  300,000  board  feet  of 
timber.   Last  year  they  didn't  cut  any,  so  it  has  gone  down. 
Jefferson  County,  on  the  other  hand,  in  1968  cut  440,000  board 
feet  on  private  land;  in  1974  they  cut  ten  times  that  amount: 
4.5  million  board  feet.   Slash  is  building  up  and  you  have  a 
problem  that  is  going  to  remain  with  you  for  years.   Lincoln 
County  has  gone  down  from  95  million  board  feet  in  1968  to  68 
million  board  feet.   Musselshell  County:   no  cutting  in  1968  and 
1**9,    but  in  1973,  14  million  board  feet;  and  5  million  board 
feet  x.  1974.   Park  County  cut  2.5  million  board  feet  in  1968  and 
16  million  board  feet  average  in  the  last  two  years.   Powell 
County  has  almost  doubled  from  20  million  board  feet  in  1968  to  38 
million  board  feet  this  last  year.   The  cutting  is  occurring  on 
private  land  and  there  is  a  lot  of  pressure  on  private  lands  to 
produce  more  material. 

At  the  same  time,  as  I  noticed  in  the  paper  the  other  day,  the 
income  to  counties  from  Forest  Service  cutting  is  going  down. 
Missoula  County's  payments  were  down,  I  think,  4  3%.   So  the 
counties  are  getting  less  money  to  deal  with  an  increasing  fire 
problem. 

If  this  isn't  enough  (windthrow,  insect  and  disease  attack,  and  our 
rearrangement  of  the  fuels)  we  add  to  this  ourselves.   In  one  sub- 
division north  of  Plains,  the  owner  covered  his  access  road  heavily 
with  sawdust  to  hold  the  road  in  place.   In  the  same  mobile  home 
subdivision,  one  owner  thinned  the  trees  on  his  land  leaving  the 
slash  on  the  ground  where  it  fell  along  the  sawdust  road.   What  you 
have  there  is  a  bomb  with  a  fuse  waiting  for  somebody  to  light  it. 

All  this  adds  up  to  a  beautiful  picture  of  the  Montana  landscape, 
but  what  you  actually  have  is  a  furnace  ready  and  stoked  with  fuel 
waiting  to  burn.   We  have  the  fuels,  all  you  need  then  is  an  ignitor. 
Lightning  in  Montana  ignites  about  48%  of  our  fires.   Activities  by 
man  ignite  the  other  52%. 
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Forest  fires  exhibit  some  characteristics  that  dictate  what  must  be 
done  with  them.   Because  lightning  is  an  ignitor  we  often  get  fires 
occurring  in  bunches.   Our  experience  in  1973  can  be  used  to 
illustrate  this  point.   March  29  to  April  30,  33  days,  we  received 
10  fires.   This  was  before  putting  on  our  seasonal  crews.   We  were 
receiving  less  than  one  fire  per  day  and  it  took  us  an  average  of 
three  days  to  put  out  the  fire.   May  1  to  September  21,  52  days, 
60  fires.   From  June  25  to  July  20,  23  days  straight,  we  had  fires 
ignited  every  day:   98  fires  were  ignited,  an  average  of  four  fires 
per  day.   Three  of  these  went  to  major  project  fires.   So  we  had 
people  tied  down  for  long  periods  of  time  on  these  fires.   August 
22  and  23  -  we  averaged  one  new  fire  every  4  0  minutes  for  those 
two  days.   Over  the  153  day  period,  the  average  was  three  fires  per 
day.   The  bunching  is  basically  due  to  lightning  activity. 

Forest  fires  normally  burn  the  heavier  natural  resource  fuels, 
not  the  fine  fuels.   The  Sundance  fire  in  Northern  Idaho  burned  21 
miles  in  one  day.   The   perimeter  of  the  fire  increased  by  7  0 
miles  on  that  one  day.   It  increased  by  51,000  acres  in  size.   At 
the  height   of  its  burn,  it  was  burning  one  square  mile  of  heavy 
fuels  every  three  to  six  minutes. 

Forest  fire  fighting  is  a  dangerous  business.   Fire  fighters  must 
be  able  to  recognize  danger  signals  so  they  can  convey  them  to  their 
crews  and  avoid  tragic  loss  of  life.   This  is  not  a  game  we're 
playing  with  forest  fires!   They  must  know  how  to  effectively 
utilize  this  equipment  so  they  don't  trap  crews  on  fires.   They 
must  be  able  to  recognize  the  environmental  effects  of  their 
suppression  actions. 

So  what  should  a  forest  fire  program  be?   First  of  all,  we  believe, 
an  active  forest  fire  program  should  revolve  around  fire  prevention. 
The  state  forestry  agencies  in  cooperation  with  other  protection 
agencies  carry  out  the  cooperative  forest  fire  prevention  program 
nationwide.    We  also  work  very  actively  in  the  Keep  Montana  Green 
program.   Prevention  does  work. 

Not  only  do  we  need  prevention,  we  also  must  detect  fires  once  they 
start.   The  faster  you  can  detect  the  fire,  the  smaller  the  fire, 
the  less  your  costs  are,  the  more  efficient  you  can  be.   Because  of 
the  remoteness  of  forest  fires,  many  times  you  must  go  to  special 
detection  systems  such  as  lookouts,  towers  which  double  as  initial 
attack  stations  and  aircraft,  which  guide  firefighters  to  the  fire 
and  give  much  additional  information  to  the  ground  crews. 

Communications  is  probably  the  most  vital  part  of  effective  forest 
fire  attack  systems  because  your  radio  system  allows  you  to  take 
fire  units  and  use  them  statewide.    This  keeps  costs  down.   This 
also  allows  you  to  tie  your  air  and  ground  attack  forces  together 
into  one  rapid  attack  striking  force.   The  State  Division  of  Forestry 
also  participates  in  Forestry  Conservation  Communications  Activities 
nationwide  to  insure  adequate  radio  frequencies  for  firefighting 
forces.   Much  pressure  is  exerted  nationwide  to  reserve  frequencies 
for  various  uses . 

The  advantage  of  communications  was  demonstrated  in  1973  by  our 
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ability  to  move  people  around  to  meet  a  changing  fire  picture.   This 
increased  efficiency  and  allowed  us  to  meet  the  fire  demand.   This 
is  because  we  had  the  communications  and  facilities  to  move  people 
around  and  to  use  them  statewide. 

Forest  firefighting  also  calls  for  a  variety  of  weapons.   Smoke- 
jumpers  may  be  used  to  attack  and  hold  a  fire  until  ground  crews 
arrive.   Aerially  delivered  fire  retardants  may  be  used  to  knoc1: 
down  spot  fires  and  to  aid  in  holding  a  hot  fire.   Bulldozers  ha^e 
probably  been  our  most  efficient  fireline  building  tool  in  the 
northwest.   Their  use  however,  must  be  carefully  coordinated  with 
other  suppression  efforts.   You  have  to  be  careful  with  this  tool. 
We  have  trained  line  scouts  used  to  direct  all  dozer  activities  on 
a  fire  --  to  protect  both  the  machine  and  the  man  operating  it. 
The  helicopter  allows  rapid  initial  attack  in  crucial  fire  areas. 
But  this  equipment  is  expensive,  and  you  can't  just  run  out  and  rent 
one  when  you  need  it.   You  must  also  be  careful  to  use  it  wisely  so 
you  don't  get  into  inefficient  and  expensive  operation. 

Since  forest  fires  do  not  burn  themselves  out  quickly,  you  get 
involved  in  large  numbers  of  manpower.   In  1973,  in  Region  1  at 
one  time  there  were  7,000  men  on  the  fire  line.   The  support  efforts 
alone  in  feeding  these  people  and  keeping  them  going  on  the  fire  is 
a  massive  and  a  very  important  job. 

Once  the  fire  is  out,  it's  not  necessarily  over.   The  forest  fire- 
fighter now  has  to  consider  the  rehabilitation  effort  that  may  be 
needed  to  reduce  erosion,  which  may  be  due  to  the  fire  control  actions 
^   that  fire.   These  have  to  be  remedied;  we're  very  careful  about 
this. 

Suppressing  forest  fires  is  a  dangerous  business.   We  confront 
fires  burning  under  extreme  and  variable  fire  weather  conditions,  fuel 
types  and  topography  across  county  and  other  administrative  boundaries. 
These  fires  may  call  for  the  sustained  efforts  of  manpower  and 
equipment  for  long  periods  of  time.   We  believe  it  is  a  job  for  trained, 
professional,  well-equipped  firefighters. 

Of  the  12.5  million  acres  of  public  and  private  classified  forest 
land  in  Montana,  there  are  about  8.3  million  acres  protected  and  4 
million  acres  with  no  recognized  protection. 

See  attached  charts  for  additional  forest  fire  statistics. 

95%  of  the  fires  fought  by  the  Division  were  kept  below  10A  in  size. 
Most  forest  firefighting  agencies  try  to  keep  above  90%  of  this  fig- 
ure . 

The  Division  of  Forestry  in  direct  protection  in  1926  began  protecting 
the  Stillwater  and  Swan  State  Forest,  Bigfork  Unit,  and  followed 
this  with  the  Eureka  area.   The  private  firefighting  associations, 
the  Northern  Montana  Forestry  Association  at  Kalispell,  the  Black- 
foot  Forest  Protective  Association,  and  the  Anaconda  Forest  Protec- 
tive Association  turned  over  their  protection  to  the  Division  in  the 
late  1960's  and  early  1970' s.   The  state  is  now  protecting  approxi- 
mately 3.5  million  acres  directly  in  these  areas.   Not  all  forest 
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lands  are  protected  to  the  same  degree.   Some  counties  have  good 
protection  while  other  counties  have  only  partial  coverage  of  forest 
lands. 

Should  Volunteers  Confront  Natural  Resource  Fires? 

I  have  attempted  to  show  you  the  need  for  professionals,  trained, 
equipped,  and  prepared  to  suppress  forest  fires.   There  is,  however, 
another  type  of  natural  resource  fire:   the  range  and  cropland  fire. 
We  experience   an  annual  fuel  buildup  on  these  lands  as  well,  both 
in  range  fuels  and  cropland  fuels.   When  these  fuels  cure  and  contact 
some  kind  of  igniter,  they  burn. 

We  don't  have  many  statistics  on  the  total  number  of  range  and  crop- 
land fires  in  Montana,  but  we  do  know  there  are  counties  that  have 
serious  range  and  cropland  fire  problems.   The  Division  of  Forestry 
has  been  working  closely  with  these  counties  in  a  cooperative, 
coordinated  effort  to  confront  this  fire  threat. 

The  state-county  cooperative  fire  program  is  a  joint  effort  in  which 
the  state  begins  in  assisting  the  county  by  providing  planning 
assistance.   In  this  plan,  we  try  to  determine  the  fire  control  needs. 
We  help  the  county  organize  a  rural  fire  council  so  they  can 
govern  their  own  fire  activities  in  this  type  of  protection.   The 
fire  plan  also  attempts  to  show  prevention  measures  which  are  then 
recommended  to  the  county  to  aid  in  confronting  their  local  fire 
problems.   The  state  procures  excess  military  equipment  to  fill  the 
requirements  as  spelled  out  in  the  fire  plan.   We  purchase  fire 
tanks,  pumps,  and  tools.   Then  we  try  to  place  completed  units  with 
cooperative  counties .   These  units  are  then  designated  to  aid 
volunteers  in  rapidly  suppressing  natural  resource  fires. 

Once  we've  placed  the  equipment  out  there,  we  attempt  to  train  the 
volunteers  in  the  use  of  this  equipment.   We're  interested  in  them 
doing  it  safely.   In  August  of  1975  there  was  an  article  in  the 
Missoulian  concerning  volunteers  in  Utah  killed  fighting  a  sagebrush 
fire  using  an  excess  property  truck  under  the  same  type  of  program 
in  Utah.   This  is  still  dangerous  business  regardless  of  what  type 
of  fuel  you're  fighting  in.   A  variety  of  equipment  is  used  depending 
on  the  needs  as  spelled  out  in  the  county  fire  plan. 

Under  our  state-county  cooperative  fire  system,  the  county  provides 
the  volunteers  to  initially  attack  the  fire.   If  a  fire  escapes 
them  or  it  threatens  to  exceed  the  county's  capabilities,  then  state 
suppression  support  is  provided  to  the  county. 

Are  volunteers  capable  of  confronting  natural  resource  fires  in  Mon- 
tana?  We  definitely  feel  that  in  the  case  of  range  and  cropland  fires 
that  the  cooperative  approach  between  local  county  fire  forces  and 
state  support  as  being  practiced  in  our  State-County  Cooperative 
Program  is  both  effective  and  efficient. 

In  1968,  we  proposed  a  state-wide  rural  fire  plan  in  which  we  pre- 
pared working  together  with  the  counties  under  this  type  of  program. 
We  recognized  the  fact  that  you  don't  take  60  million  acres  in  Mon- 
tana and  put  them  under  intensive  range  and  cropland  protection  in 
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one  year.   So  we  took  a  look  at  areas  and  took  a  look  at  the  amount 
of  state  land  that  was  in  the  area  that  the  state  would  receive  an 
advantage  in  the  protection  of  those  lands.   What  were  the  recrea- 
tional and  the  other  uses  of  these  areas?   What  values  were  at  risk? 
We  decided  to  concentrate  our  efforts  in  five  phases. 

All  phase  1  counties  now  have  coop  agreements  with  the  state  and 
we  are  attempting  to  provide  equipment  to  them.   Of  the  phase  2 
counties,  Park,  Carbon,  Yellowstone,  Golden  Valley,  and  Wheat lind 
Counties  now  have  coop  agreements  with  the  state.   Phase  3  then 
is  in  north-central  Montana.   Dawson,  Prairie,  and  Fallon  Counties 
are  involved  in  phase  4. 

In  total  view,  we  now  have  2  0  counties  in  the  state  with  coop 
agreements  for  support  under  this  program.   We  have  concentrated 
on  those  areas  where  we  have  the  largest  bulk  of  forest  land. 

We  have  about  65  pieces  of  fire  equipment  delivered  for  the  purpose 
of  suppressing  range  and  cropland  fires.   We  also  have  10  and  25  man 
tool  units  out  in  the  counties. 

How  Do  You  And  I  Benefit  From  An  Active  Forest  Fire  Suppression  System; 

We  know  that  forests  themselves  provide  a  multitude  of  benefits  to 
us.   To  the  small  land  owner,  the  forest  may  provide  a  cash  crop, 
which  he  himself  may  be  able  to  market.   Since  this  crop  takes  years 
to  mature,  it  should  be  protected  to  allow  him  to  harvest  it  when 
the  market  is  right.   He  shouldn't  have  to  market  it  under  duress. 

The  forest  industry  provides  jobs  directly  in  forest  management 
operations  and  indirectly  to  other  state  residents  in  related 
occupations.    Small  landowners  in  both  western  and  eastern  Montana 
find  markets  for  a  variety  of  wood  products,  some  of  which  they  can 
manufacture  themselves  while  others  demand  sophisticated  manufacturing 
systems  that  provide  long-term  industrial  stability  to  the  state's 
economy . 

Our  children  benefit  from  forest  products.   Many  of  these,  we  use 
each  day  without  remembering  that  —  that  pencil  or  that  piece  o^ 
paper  exist  simply  because  it  was  not  burned  up  in  a  forest  fire. 
Fence  posts  and  corral  rails  are  used  on  ranches.   Homes  are  built 
of  a  variety  of  wood  products.   Forests  help  regulate  water  flow  to 
help  guarantee  recreational,  municipal,  and  other  uses  of  the  state's 
watersheds.   I  don't  think  it's  an  understatement  to  say  Montana's 
watershed  is  becoming  one  of  the  most  prime  watersheds  in  the  nation. 

Wildlife  benefit  in  some  cases  from  fire  itself  by  the  renewed 
growth  of  food  supplies.   But  extensive  and  repeated  burns  with  the 
windthrow  of  snags  do  not  benefit  either  the  game  or  the  hunter. 

Cattle  and  other  domestic  livestock  use  forests  for  forage  and  for 
cover  from  heat  and  wind. 

You  might  say  we  all  benefit  from  forest  land  resources. 

In  summary  —  Montana  has  a  two-fold  natural  resource  fire  problem; 


forest  fires  and  range  and  cropland  fires. 

Forest  fires  annually  threaten  valuable  forest  resources.   These  re- 
sources themselves  attribute  to  each  of  our  well-being.   We  believe 
Montana  should  take  a  firm  stand  that  our  forests  are  worth  pro- 
tecting for  the  future.   We  should  accept  this  responsibility  as 
being  to  every  Montanan's  benefit.   Adequate  forest  fire  protection 
is  necessary.   And  because  of  the  nature  of  forest  fires:   the  fuels 
they  burn  in,  the  topography,  their  location  in  remote  areas,  we 
believe  forest  fires  fighting  should  be  done  by  professionals  who 
are  trained  and  equipped  to  attack  this  kind  of  natural  resource 
fire . 

Range  and  cropland  fires  also  threaten  our  natural  resources.  The 
state  should  continue  to  work  closely  with  the  local  volunteer  fire 
forces  to  provide  a  coordinated  range  and  cropland  fire  suppression 
system.  To  assist  in  achieving  closer  cooperation  the  state  should 
attempt  to  provide  an  alternative  fire  funding  system  than  the  fire 
assessment  rolls.  This  would  allow  more  direct  cooperation  between 
the  counties  and  the  state,  and  it  would  reduce  local  friction  between 
landowners,  county  commissioners,  and  county  assessors. 

The  state  should  accept  the  leadership  role  in  determining  pro- 
tection needs,  acceptable  intensities  of  protection,  and  establish- 
ment of  basic  standards  and  criteria  for  fire  protection. 

The  state  should  provide  the  protection  to  Montana's  forested  lands. 
The  state  should  coordinate  the  protection  of  the  range  and  crop- 
lands . 

I  haven't  said  anything  about  structural  protection.   We  do 
cooperate  with  structural  protection  agencies  and  will  continue  to 
do  so. 


William  Penttila,  Chief 
Fire  Marshal  Bureau 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I'm  pleased  to  be  here  to 
make  a  presentation  to  you.   I  will  not  be  dealing  with  the  problems 
I  outlined  for  you  in  the  mimeographed  communication  I  hope  you 
received  earlier.   I'm  sure  there  may  be  some  questions  about  that, 
however. 

It  has  been  evident  over  the  years  that  the  public  generally  is  not 

aware  that  we  have  a  serious  fire  problem,  and  I'm  not  too  sure 

that  you  gentlemen   are  too  sure  of  that.   You  may  be  now  if  you  read 
the  information  I  sent  out. 

We  do  have  a  serious  structural  fire  problem  in  Montana.   We  burn 
about  $10  to  $12  million  worth  of  property  each  year  and  we  lose 
about  4  0  to  50  people  as  a  result  of  fires.   The  national  average 
on  the  loss  of  people  is  about  40  to  57  people  per  million.   So 
we're  hitting  a  little  bit  better  than  that  national  average. 
This  fits  in  to  a  national  trend.   Our  loss  in  the  United  States 
compared  to  other  nations  is  just  astronomical.   Canada  is  closest 


to  us  and  we  burn  up  twice  as  much  property  as  they  do.   Nobody  under- 
stands the  reason  why  exactly  that  we,  as  the  well-developed  and 
technically  knowledgeable  people  we  are  in  the  United  States,  do 
such  a  thing.   We  are  way  out  of  proportion  compared  to  Japan  and 
the  European  countries.   Public  apathy  seems  to  be  the  only  ex- 
planation.  This  was  the  conclusion  in  the  study  entitled    America 
Burning . 

We  now  have  a  renewed  effort  to  put  out  fire  prevention  inform  tion 
on  a  national  level. 

One  of  the  reasons  we  have  so  much  fire  loss,  according  to  the  report, 
is  that  fire  departments  spend  so  much  of  their  time  developing  a 
combat  capability  and  very  little  budget  money  and  effort  goes 
toward  preventing  a  fire.   Now  what  would  have  happened  to  us  had 
we  done  this  with  polio,  for  instance,  or  some  of  the  other  diseases, 
if  we  had  used  all  of  our  money  just  to  take  care  of  the  people  when 
they  got  sick.   We'd  have  lots  of  people  getting  sick  --  we'd  know 
so  many  people  would  get  sick  every  year.   But  we  didn't  approach 
it  that  way.   We  cut  the  problem  down  by  making  an  effort  in  the 
direction  of  prevention.   For  some  reason,  we  are  not  doing  that  with 
fire. 

Fire  departments  spend  all  their  time  and  money  preparing  to  fight 
a  predicted  number  of  fires  in  the  future.   If  a  fire  gets  beyond 
the  capability  of  the  combat  forces,  then  the  building  burns  down — 
and  this  happens  fairly  commonly.   They  might  as  well  have  gone 
out  there  and  sat  on  the  curb  and  taken  pictures  of  it  because  it's 
nothing  but  a  bunch  of  twisted  metal  and  ashes  after  you  work  hours 
and  hours  pouring  millions  of  gallons  of  water  on  it  to  no  effect. 
Why  didn't  we  go  into  the  building  previous  to  the  fire  and  reduce 
hazards  —  it  would  cost  very  little.   Somebody  needs  to  do  this 
sort  of  thing. 

Further  than  that,  before  the  building  is  built,  look  at  the  design 
for  fire  hazards.   Then  build  buildings  that  will  resist  fires  for 
the  life  of  the  building.   We  have  been  poor  at  this  historically. 
One  town  in  Utah  burned  to  the  ground  three  times  and  each  time  it 
was  built  back  identically  to  what  it  was.   It  doesn't  make  any 
sense . 

We  shouldn't  burn  $10  million  worth  of  property  every  year.   And 
it  will  grow  if  we  just  accept  the  fact  we're  going  to  have  the 
fires  and  simply  prepare  to  combat  them.   I  submit  we  ought  to  give 
sincere  consideration  to  reducing  that  fire  problem. 

Prevention  of  arson  fires  is  another  important  area.   We  are  not 
doing  a  good  job  when  of  the  $10  million  loss  we  experience  over  $5 
million  is  lost  due  to  deliberately  caused  fires.   Maybe  this 
committee  can  come  up  with  some  sort  of  a  program  to  improve  this. 
We've  started  this,  but  for  some  reason,  we're  not  getting  the  job 
done . 

So  we  do  have  a  fire  problem. 

You  are  concerned  about  where  the  State  Fire  Marshal  fits  into  this 
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picture.   Sometimes  we  wonder,  in  the  office,  exactly  where  the 
Fire  Marshal  fits  in.   Back  in  1967  there  was  a  similar  Legislative 
Council  study,  but  it  didn't  deal  with  all  of  these  problems. 
That  study  dealt  specifically  with  the  Fire  Marshal's  office  and 
with  some  of  the  state  codes  relative  to  that  office.   Up  to  that 
time,  you  see,  the  Fire  Marshal  did  have  some  rather  generalized 
duties,  but  they  were  not  specific.   The  Fire  Marshal  had  no 
authority  to  do  anything  about  the  fire  problems  that  were  prevalent 
in  the  state.   While  the  study  amended  many  codes,  it  never  clearly 
spelled  out  the  purpose,  function,  or  objective  of  the  State  Fire 
Marshal  Office. 

The  purpose  of  the  office,  I  think,  obviously  ought  to  be  to  reduce 
the  fire  loss  picture:   deaths  from  fire  and  property  loss  from  fire, 
or  he  shouldn't  be  there  —  that's  quite  elementary.   That's  the 
premise  we've  been  operating  under,  and  whatever  means  he  can  use 
to  reduce  that  loss  he  should  use. 

But  what  is  it  the  legislature  and  the  public  really  want?   You 
can't  reduce  your  fire  picture  down  to  the  point  where  you  say, 
"We're  just  not  going  to  have  any  fire  loss;  we're  not  going  to  have 
any  fire  deaths."   Economically  this  is  an  impossibility.   How  far 
down  can  we  reduce  the  loss?   We  have  to  try  to  balance  the  losses 
of  property  and  life  we  find  acceptable  with  the  cost  needed  to 
achieve  that  level  of  protection.   We  have  to  find  some  level. 

How  do  you  do  that?   There  isn't  any  way  to  do  it.   The  state  Fire 
Marshal  Office  can  make  some  guesses,  perhaps.   We  try  to  operate 
on  the  basis  that  we  will  reduce  as  much  as  we  can  with  the  funding 
we  receive.   We  are  like  everybody  else  --  we  could  to  a  better  job 
with  more  money. 

Well,  that's  kind  of  the  philosophy  of  the  present  Fire  Marshal. 
It  may  not  be  right,  but  at  least  that's  it. 

We  feel  that  the  state  Fire  Marshal's  office  should  not  be  doing 
the  work  that  can  be  done  on  a  local  level.   But  there's  a  catch  to 
this:   in  some  local  level  areas  they  do  a  wonderful  job;  in  other 
local  areas  they  don't  do  such  a  good  job.   What  is  the  problem? 
The  problem  is  that  we  get  individuals  or  departments  who  are  not 
interested  in  some  program  such  as  the  prevention  program  or  in  the 
arson  investigation.   The  law  enforcement  people  may  be  the  same. 
It  is  a  matter  of  training  and  getting  the  right  individuals  into 
those  local  positions.   Our  feeling  is  that  local  autonomy  is 
important  when  it  comes  to  fire  suppression,  fire  prevention,  and 
the  whole  program.   The  state  Fire  Marshal's  Office  ought  to  be 
kept  at  a  minimum  when  it  comes  to  staffing  and  not  get  over-heavy 
like  a  lot  of  state  departments  do.   We  should,  however,  be  able  to 
help  the  local  people  do  their  job. 

The  crux  of  the  problem  at  the  local  level  in  many  cases  is  that 
the  local  fire  chief  has  lots  of  responsibilities  but  he  doesn't 
have  the  authority  to  do  what  he's  supposed  to  do  —  so  he  becomes 
frustrated.   Somehow  we  need  to  correct  that  situation  —  if  we're 
going  to  say  they  do  it  in  a  local  level. 
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The  codes  and  regulations  to  correct  existing  fire  problems  should 
be  uniform  across  the  state.   We  do  well  now  on  this  with  our  state- 
wide building  code.   But  the  local  authority  is  not  always  able  to 
use  these.   We  should  be  able  to  help  them  with  training  and  assis- 
tance, but  we  are  not  staffed  or  funded  to  do  this  now. 

The  corporate  cities  can  adopt  and  use  codes.   They  have  the  authority 
But  that  doesn't  help  those  outside  the  area,  those  in  the  fire 
districts. 

Should  we  have  some  sort  of  a  countywide  fire  prevention  program  -- 
a  county  officer?   This  is  one  of  my  theories  —  it  may  not  be 
worth  a  darn  —  but  from  my  experience  I  think  we're  not  going  to 
get  the  job  done  unless  we  have  something  on  the  local  level  like 
this.   This  is  something  this  committee  should  consider  seriously. 
We  should  have  perhaps  a  county  fire  marshal.   I  could  appoint  some- 
body like  this  now.   But  he  needs  to  be  trained  so  he  doesn't 
needlessly  harass   the  people  —  so  he  will  view  the  problem  from 
that  point  of  view.   If  we  had  somebody  on  the  local  level  to  do 
this  sort  of  thing,  we  could  reduce  the  risk  of  many  a  potential 
tragedy  that  otherwise  is  going  to  occur  in  Montana. 

We  have  many  communities  in  forested  areas  that  will  be  wiped  out 
if  a  fire  is  started  there,  whether  it  starts  as  a  structural  fire 
or  a  forest  fire.   We  lost  a  whole  communtiy  to  just  a  grass  fire 
here  a  few  years  ago.   Somebody  should  be  there  on  a  local  level  to 
evaluate  these  problems  and  do  some  thinking  and  some  planning  about 
protecting  people.   And  to  build  buildings  in  a  community  so  that  if 
.. ••->  of  them  burns  it's  not  going  to  burn  the  whole  town  down. 
That  ;=  the  idea  of  the  building  code  and  the  zoning-fire  zones. 
They  are  to  protect  all  the  other  people  in  that  community. 

Fire  prevention  efforts  can  pay  for  themselves  bv  reducing  insurance 
costs  as  well  as  by  reducing  the  need  to  increase  manpower  and 
equipment  levels  in  fire  departments.   This  can  be  significant  with 
fire  costs  escalating  as  they  are. 

The  Fire  Marshal  Office  is  just  not  funded  to  do  the  job  of  getting 
the  word  to  the  public  as  to  how  fire  prevention  measures  can  reduce 
the  costs  associated  with  fire  losses  and  maintenance  of  fire  com- 
bat capabilities.   Funding  more  and  more  duties  out  of  the  same 
budget  won't  get  the  job  done.   Thank  you. 

Dale  Harris  —  Staff  Director  State 
Commission  on  Local  Government 

Harold  Gerke,  chairman  of  the  State  Commission  on  Local  Government, 
asked  me  to  be  present  today  and  to  express  his  interest  and  the  in- 
terest of  the  other  commission  members  and  the  staff  in  coordinating 
the  work  of  our  commission  and  your  committee  in  developing  legis- 
lative recommendations  for  the  1977  legislature  on  state  laws  that 
affect  the  role  of  local  governments  in  the  delivery  of  fire  pro- 
tection services . 

You'll  recall  that  our  State  Commission  has  two  primary 
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responsibilities.   The  first  one,  that  most  people  are  familiar 
with,  is  our  work  with  the  182  local  government  study  commissions-- 
the  consulting  help  that  we  provide  to  the  city  and  county  study 
commissions.   Our  second  major  role  under  the  legislation  that 
created  the  commission,  is  to  prepare  for  the  1977  legislature  a 
revised  —  not  simply  a  recodified  --  but  a  revised  code  of  local 
government  law.   You'll  also  recall  that  this  last  legislative 
session  adopted  HB  168,  which  created  a  new  title  in  the  Revised 
Codes  of  Montana.   This  is  Title  47A.   The  intent  of  HB  168  was  to 
replace  the  two  separate  titles  that  now  regulate  local  government 
activities:   Title  11  for  cities  and  towns;  Title  16  for  counties. 
HB  168,  by  creating  Title  47A,  created  the  framework  for  integrating 
the  existing  city  and  county  laws,  and  I'll  emphasize  again  that, 
in  this  integration,  the  State  Commission  is  not  simply  recodifying 
or  rearranging  the  existing  laws,  but  it  is  also  undertaking  to 
recommend  substantive  changes  in  existing  laws  where  its  research 
demonstrates  that  substantive  changes  in  the  state  laws  are  appro- 
priate. 

Obviously  a  large  number  of  the  state  laws  regulate  the  delivery  of 
services  by  local  governments  either  authorizing  —  permissive 
legislation  --  permitting  local  governments  to  provide  certain 
services,  or,  in  many  instances,  requiring  local  governments  to 
provide  services.   A  large  part  of  our  work,  then,  is  involved  in 
examining  the  laws  that  regulate  the  delivery  of  services  by  local 
government  and  an  obvious  body  of  these  laws  are  those  laws  in 
Titles  16  and  11  that  provide  for  municipal  fire  departments  and 
the  provisions  that  give  the  counties  some  authority  to  provide  a 
very  limited  type  of  fire  protection.   I  think  you  can  see  the  obvious 
overlap  in  your  area  of  concern  and  our  area  of  concern  working 
together  on  the  laws  that  regulate  local  governments  in  the  delivery 
of  fire  services.   Mr.  Gerke  has  authorized  me  on  behalf  of  the 
Commission  to  offer  our  full  cooperation  in  working  with  your  staff 
and  working  with  your  committee  in  doing  the  research  that's 
necessary  in  this  area,  examining  the  possible  alternative  recommen- 
dations for  modifying  the  laws  on  this  particular  subject,  and  finally 
developing  recommendations  for  the  1977  legislature.   Perhaps  your 
committee  and  our  Commission  can  then  go  to  the  legislature  with  the 
same  recommendations  as  far  as  municipal  fire  departments,  rural 
fire  departments,  and  the  role  of  county  governments  in  fire  protection, 

I  would  like  to  share  with  you  a  brief  list  of  research  questions  that 
we  think  are  appropriate  and  that  need  to  be  considered  prior  to  the 
1977  legislature.   There  is   not  any  particular  order  of  priority. 

1.  There  needs  to  be  an  examination  of  the  county's  authority  to 
provide  fire  service  directly.   They  have  very  limited  authority  now 
to  provide  fire  protection.   As  you  are  aware,  most  rural  fire 
protection  is  provided  through  the  creation  of  rural  fire  districts. 
We  should  consider  whether  counties  should  be  able  to  create  a  fire 
department  for  the  county,  which  would  then  provide  fire  protection 
within  the  county. 

2.  How  should  county  provided  fire  protection  be  financed?   What 
is  the  potential  for  using  taxation  and  fire  districts  to  provide 
differing  levels  of  taxation  or  service  charges  for  different  parts 
of  the  county  depending  upon  the  level  of  fire  protection  that  is 
necessary  in  different  areas  of  the  county?   Charges  could  then  be 
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different  based  on  whether  the  area  protected  is  agricultural,  sub- 
division, county  urban  areas,  or  small  towns. 

3.  Should  counties,  cities,  and  rural  fire  districts  be  able  to 
use  service  charges  for  financing  fire  protection  rather  than  being 
dependent  upon  the  property  tax. 

4.  Should  first  and  second  class  cities  be  allowed  to  use  volur teer 
auxiliaries  to  their  professional  fire  departments.   The  law  in 
this  area  is  ambiguous   whether  they  have  the  authority  to  create 

a  volunteer  auxiliary  to  increase  the  manpower  pool  for  fire 
protection.   I  believe  the  City  of  Bozeman  has  gone  ahead  and 
created  an  auxiliary.   We  need  to  look  at  that  law  to  see  if  it 
should  be  explicitly  amended  to  permit  such  volunteer  auxiliaries  or 
whether  there  are  reasons  why  they  should  not  be  permitted. 

5.  We  need  to  look  at  the  state  establishment  of  minimum  salaries 
and  benefits  for  fire  departments  in  first  and  second  class  cities. 
I  think  if  you  talk  to  local  government  officials  there  is  some 
question  there  whether  they  think  it's  appropriate  for  the  state 

to  set  minimum  salaries  for  police  and  firemen.   If  the  state  is  to 
continue  to  set  minimum  salaries,  should,  perhaps,  that  salary 
be  related  to  the  state  classification  system? 

6.  We  need  to  look  at  the  state  role  in  providing  technical  assistance 
to  local  fire  departments.   This  would  include  training:   how  is  it 
done  now;  how  is  it  financed;  does  there  need  to  be  an  increased 
program  of  state  training  available?   What  technical  assistance  should 

orovided  by  the  State  Forester's  Office?   Is  this  adequate? 
Should  " t  be  increased? 

7.  What  information  does  the  state  have  on  local  fire  protection? 
What  information  is  the  State  Fire  Marshal's  Office  collecting  now? 
Is  the  system  that's  created  by  state  law  adequate?   Does  the  state 
need  more  information?   Does  the  legislature  need  more  information? 
How  much  money  is  being  spent  in  Montana  on  fire  protection  by 
local  governments?   I  think  it  would  be  interesting  to  compare 
that  cost  to  $10  million  cost  in  loss.   What  kind  of  benefits  are 
we  getting  for  the  money  that  is  being  spent? 

8.  We  need  information  on  coverage  of  the  state.   Just  where  are 
the  fire  districts?   How  much  of  the  state  is  actually  provided 
protection   by    units  of  local  governments?   There  is  some  infor- 
mation obviously  on  this  subject,  but  perhaps  mapping  the  fire  districts 
in  this  state  so  we  know  where  we  have  them  and  where  we  don't  have 
them  would  be  helpful. 


9.   Budgeting  and  financing, 
ties? 


How  much  per  capita  in  various  communi- 


10.  Personnel.   How  many  are  involved  in  f iref ighting? 

11.  Why  type  of  equipment  is  available?   Do  local  governments  have 
real  problems  in  having  inadequate  equipment?   Is  is  a  problem  or  not: 
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12.  What  is  the  impact  of  fire  protection  on  insurance  rates?   What 
can  the  state  or  local  governments  do  about  that? 

13.  Coordination  of  fire  protection  in  major  urban  areas.   We  are 
all  familiar  with  Butte,  Missoula,  and  Great  Falls  possibly  -- 
where  we  have  a  city  with  a  fire  department  surrounded  by  a  system 

of  rural  fire  departments.   How  do  state  laws  affect  the  coordination 
of  fire  protection  in  the  entire  urban  area.   Do  they  facilitate 
adequate  cooperation  and  coverage  or  do  they  not? 

14.  We  need  to  look  at  the  impact  of  potential  consolidation  of 
cities  and  counties  or  disincorporation  of  cities  on  urban  fire 
departments  and  rural-fire  districts.   To  our  knowledge,  two  city- 
county  study  commissions  are  considering  recommending  consolidation 
to  the  voters  next  year.   Two  cities  are  considering  recommending 
disincorporation  to  the  voters  next  year.   We  need  to  look  at  the 
laws  to  see  if  they  are  adequate  to  take  care  of  that  situation  if 
the  voters  should  approve  these  measures.   Do  we  need  to  change  some 
laws  because  some  of  our  government  forms  and  structures  might  be 
changed  next  year? 

15.  We  need  to  consider  the  potential  for  departments  of  public 
safety  that  combine  police  and  fire  protection.   I  realize  this  is 
very  controversial  but  it's  not  as  though  it  hasn't  been  done  in  other 
states,  and  it's  not  as  though  there  are  not  examples  of  its  working 
and  there  are  probably  examples  of  its  not  working.   But  we  need  to 
look  at  our  laws  to  see  if  they  would  permit  combination  of  police 
and  fire  departments  into  departments  of  public  safety  with  some 
common  personnel. 

16.  You  need  to  look  again  at  the  law  on  fire  districts  that  exempts 
them,  under  certain  circumstances  from  annexation  by  municipalities 
and  see  whether  that  law,  in  the  balance,  is  justified  or  not. 

17.  You  need  to  look  at  fire  protection  along  public  highways  and 
railroad  right-of-ways  and  see  how  this  is  being  funded  now.   What 
happens  when  rural  fire  department  responds  to  a  request  out  on  a 
state  highway  or  a  grass  fire  along  a  railroad  right-of-way.   Is 
there  a  role  for  the  state  highway  department  and  railroads  in 
financing  that  type  of  fire  protection?   I  think  the  evidence  is  that 
they're  already  involved  in  it  but  does  it  need  to  be  formalized? 

18.  We  need  to  look  at  the  use  of  fire  staff  personnel  for  civil 
defense  purposes,  for  emergency  medical  services,  for  ambulance 
services,  etc.   There  is  a  lot  of  that  occurring  in  the  state  now. 
A  lot  of  it  has  been  undertaken  at  the  initiative  of  rural  fire 
departments  and  city  fire  departments,  and  obviously  it  is  permitted 
by  state  law.   We  should  look  at  that  as  something  the  state  should 
encourage  and  facilitate  or,  perhaps,  discourage. 

19.  Should  the  state  do  more  to  control  mobile  home  construction 
standards? 

20.  Mr.  Penttila  really  asked  the  most  critical  question,  and  this 
is:   What  authority  is  needed  by  fire  departments  in  cities,  counties, 
and  fire  districts  under  state  law  to  provide  adequate  fire  protection 
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that  they  cannot  now  provide?   I  think  it's  very  important  for  your 
committee  and  our  Commission  to  identify  if  there  are  vacuums  in 
the  authority  that  local  governments  have  to  provide  fire  protection. 
Mr.  Penttila  made  reference  to  the  fact  that  cities  can  pass  or- 
dinances to  solve  some  problems.   In  the  future  counties  will  be 
able  to  adopt  ordinances.   You  might  want  to  consider  allowing 
counties  to  adopt  certain  kinds  of  ordinances  in  regard  to  fire 
prevention. 

21.   Mr.  Penttila  said  he  had  the  authority  to  appoint  county  fire 
marshals  now.   You  might  look  at  whether  it  would  be  more  appropriate 
for  this  to  be  done  at  a  county  rather  than  a  state  level  or  whether 
this  is  a  proper  state  role. 

In  closing,  we've  passed  out  a  couple  of  pieces  of  information.   One 
is  sort  of  a  research  design  that  we're  using  for  all  of  our  service 
studies.   It  is  of  necessity  general  to  apply  to  all  the  services, 
but  it  obviously  could  be  modified  to  fit  different  services  as 
they're  studied.   That  will  indicate  the  kind  of  information  we 
are  trying  to  collect  to  back  up  any  recommendations  that  our 
Commission  will  make.   Also  included  is  a  brief  explanation  of  the 
work  of  the  state  Commission  on  Local  Government. 

I  would  reiterate  our  interest  in  cooperating  witn  your  staff  and 
with  your  committee  in  studying  fire  protection  at  the  local  level 
in  Montana  and  in  developing  recommendations  for  the  '77  legislature. 

James  Macklin 

Fire  Service  Training  Academy 

Mr.  Chairman,  committee  members,  the  State  of  Montana  has  been 
involved  in  training  firefighters  since  1956.   The  office  was  formed 
at  that  time  but  they  didn't  know  where  to  put  it.   The  Superin- 
tendent of  Public  Instruction,  Harriet  Miller,  decided  to  take  the 
program  and  push  it  on.   It's  been  coming  along  quite  well.   When  I 
took  the  job  in  1972,  the  program  was  kind  of  sliding  a  little  and 
not  making  much  headway. 

I  have  passed  out  a  state  plan  from  the  academy.   To  give  you  some 
idea  how  this  works,   in  1971,  72  we  trained  1,082  firefighters  and 
then  in  72-73  we  trained  1,961;  that's  when  we  started  using  the  state 
plan.   In  1974,  we  trained  3,226  by  implementing  this  state  plan. 
Besides  that,  we  got  to  6,738  people  in  the  public  through  public 
appearances  and  fire  safety  programs  in  the  schools. 

One  of  the  big  problems  is,  like  others  have  said  here  today,  that 
we  need  funding.   We  have  a  job  to  do  buc  we  haven't  been  given  the 
tools  to  do  it  with.   As  Mr.  Sandman  said,  firefighting  is  a  hazardous 
occupation.   It  is.   It  is  the  most  hazardous  occupation  in  the 
United  States  today.   For  the  volunteers,  it  is  one  of  the  most 
hazardous  hobbies  —  or  however  you  want  to  put  it  —  public  services 
that  they  can  do. 

There  is  one  comment  that  I  would  like  to  make  on  Mr.  Sandman's   plan  — 
and  it's  a  terrific  plan.   I  don't  know  where  he  got  all  the  information, 
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but  it's  good.   Where   he   has   his  advisory  committee;  we  have 
had  an  advisory  committee  since  1956.   I  was  hired  by  the  advisory 
committee  and  so  will  be  the  instructors  who  come  on  after  myself. 
But  we  don't  fit  under  the  Department  of  Justice.   Bill  has  code 
and  law  enforcement  •--  it's  different  kinds  of  people  entirely. 

Our  funding  comes   from  the  state  board  of  education  —  it's 
alloted  down  the  way.   We  moved  from  the  Department  of  Public  Instruc- 
tion into  a  Vo-tech  center  in  Great  Falls.  Now  the  money  comes  down 
and  goes  through  the  vocational  system  and  then  we  have  to  compete 
for  the  money  on  the  center  level.   We  have  a  state  program:   we 
contact  all  the  fire  departments  in  Montana  and  do  the  training  there. 
They  have  a  local  program.   In  other  words,  we  are  cheating  the  kids 
and  adults  who  want  to  further  their  education  —  we  are  cheating 
them  out  of  some  programs  because  we  are  taking  their  money  to  run 
a  state  program.   This  is  a  problem  area  we  are  going  to  have  to 
correct.   it  is  not  fair  to  the  center,  the  academy,  or  the  fire- 
fighters as  it  is  now. 

Robert  V.  Gorsuch 
U.S.  Forest  Service 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  the  chance 
to  be  here  and  give  you  my  thoughts  representing  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  on  Montana  Fire  Laws. 

I  think  that  a  number  of  other  things  that  I  have  here,  have  been 

discussed  or  at  least  mentioned  already.   So  I  will  try  to  cover 

them  very  briefly.   I  would  like  to  be  available  at  any  time  to 
answer  questions  or  discuss  these  matters  with  you. 

(Mr.  Gorsuch  then  briefly  reviewed  the  letter  he  sent  and  which 
had  been  provided  to  the  members  prior  to  the  meeting.) 

Henry  Lohr ,  Chief 

Broadwater  County  Rural  Fire  Department 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Henry  Lohr,  Broadwater 
Rural  Fire  Chief.   We  have  practically  all  of  Broadwater  County 
in  a  rural  fire  district.   We  have  some  fire  stations  scattered 
throughout  the  county  and  have  eight  trucks  and  quite  a  lot  of 
equipment.   We  also  have  some  58  trained  personnel  who  have  all 
taken  40  hours  of  training  and  some  eight  of  these  are  women. 

We  are  geared  for  this  wildland  f iref ighting .   We  have  a  per  diem 
agreement  with  the  BLM  and  also  work  with  the  state  and  its 
equipment.   The  state  works  quite  well  with  us  as  backup. 

I  want  to  relate  some  of  the  problems  we  have  had.   We  are  unclear 
on  powers  of  trustees,  how  to  fill  vacancies  on  a  board,  how  do  you 
set  the  budget,  how  do  you  determine  mill  levies.   How  do  we  purchase 
land,  buildings,  and  other  things.   We  now  have  an  Attorney  General's 
opinion,  but  we  are  unclear.   How  do  we  dispose  of  property  once  we 
have  it 
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We  should  make  fire  investigations,  as  Bill  said  earlier.   But 
the  chief  really  doesn't  have  the  authority  to  do  this.   Law  en- 
forcement doesn't  really  have  the  interest,  time,  or  manpower  to 
do  this. 

We  hope  we  can  get  these  out.   I  have  talked  to  some  of  the  other 
fire  districts  and  they  are  having  pretty  much  the  same  problems. 

Dave  Fischer 

State  Volunteer  Firemen's  Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  as  you  know  and  we  know 
these  fire  laws  and  codes  have  just  got  way  out  of  hand.   We  put 
them  in  on  one  page  and  take  them  out  on  the  nexr  then  put  them  in 
on  the  next  then  jump  over  three  pages  and  add  some  more  then  go  back 
to  the  first  page  and  take  them  out  --  it's  just  an  awful  mess]   We 
are  willing  in  the  volunteers  --  and  I  am  also  with  the  chiefs 
association  —  to  work  with  your  committee  in  any  way  possible. 

We  are  trying  to  set  up  —  and  have  been  for  two  years  now  —  a 
coordinating  committee  whereby  we  can  probably  coordinate  the 
feelings  of  all  the  associations  which  appear  before  you  folks  in 
your  houses  on  our  bills  instead  of  us  bothering  you  with  some  50 
or  60  —  which  I  am  sure  you  don't  appreciate  and  we  don't  appreciate, 
because  we  can't  be  in  every  meeting  at  once  and  neither  can  you 
people.   So  we  would  like  to  coordinate  it  down,  if  possible  —  to 
that  way  if  we  get  the  coordinating  committee  we  can  work  on  these 
u_  ^s  and  maybe  get  it  down  to  only  25  or  30  suggestions  instead 
of  a  Hundred. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  say  on  behalf  of  this  training,  as  Bill 
Penttila  said,  and  Jim  Macklin  has  stated,  the  Fire  Marshal's  job 
is  under  the  Justice  Department  and  his  job  is  to  enforce  the  codes 
and  I  don't  think  it's  his  job  to  get  involved  in  the  area  of  train- 
ing.  I  think  our  state  supervisor  does  a  very  good  job  with  that. 
I  think  our  state  supervisor  should  be  funded.   I  don't  think  we 
should  have  to  go  to  the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  in  the 
fire  service  in  the  State  of  Montana  and  have  to  beg  and  plead  for 
our  money.   I  would  give   the  reasons  for  that.   As  you  well  know 
many  state-owned  buildings,  county-owned  buildings  and  many 
city-owned  buildings  which  pay  no  tax.   And  of  course,  this  gets  to 
be  quite  a  political  hassle  —  all  our  schools  are  nontaxable  but 
they  are  in  fire  districts.   The  state  Fire  Marshal  cannot  send  a 
man  to  every  town  —  he  doesn't  have  that  help.   The  training  program 
as  outlined  by  our  supervisor  of  public  instruction  fire  trainer  — 
he  is  putting  on  arson  schools  --  as  Bill  says,  we've  got  to  stop 
arson  —  we've  got  to  have  fire  investigations.   I  believe  if  we 
vest  that  power  in  the  state  training  officer  and  fully  fund  our 
academy  in  the  proper  way,  the  entire  State  of  Montana  is  going  to 
benefit.   It  might  sound  like  a  lot  of  money  —  maybe  $500,000  or 
$600,000  but  when  you  look  at  the  fire  loss  and  the  state-owned 
property  that  is  involved  and  the  tax  exempt  property  that's 
involved  —  the  ranch  land,  grazing  land,  forest  land,  federal  land  — 
you  can  see  we  are  really  not  asking  a  lot. 
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The  State  Forester,  as  he  submitted  his  committee,  I  think  it's  a 
very  good  suggestion,  the  only  recommendation  I  would  say  we  should 
change,  as  I  said  before,  is  instead  of  putting  it  in  the  Department 
of  Justice  the  committee  should  be  formed  —  it  should  be  state 
supervisor  of  firemen's  training  and  I  think  that  advisory  committee 
that  is  set  up  it  is  already  guidelined  and  patterned  that  there  are 
two  from  the  volunteers,  two  from  the  chiefs,  and  two  from  the 
other  associations  so  actually  we  do  have  a  working  nucleus  to  deal 
with  problems  as  they  arise.   I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  time. 


Al  Sampson 

Montana  Firemen's  Association 


Well,  I  have  just  a  few  comments  to  make.   One,  we  seem  to  be  getting 
a  terrible  amount  of  flack  lately  from  the  League  of  Cities  and 
Towns  to  do  away  with  any  meddling,  so  called,  by  the  Legislature  in 
city  government  or  particularly  fire  and  police.   I  feel  it  would  be 
a  very  great  step  backwards  if  you  wiped  out  fifty  years  of  effort 
of  the  firemen  and  policemen  and  the  Legislature  to  come  up  with 
reasonable  minimum  standards  for  firemen  and  policemen.   This 
apparently  is  one  of  the  things  that  the  League  is  attempting  to  do. 
If  we  could  go  home  and  negotiate  with  our  people  at  home  and 
negotiate  with  the  same  people  all  the  time,  why  I  think  we  could 
come  up  with  reasonable  standards  or  reasonable  things.   But  I  have 
been  on  the  fire  department  now  for  20  some  years,  23  years,  and  I 
have  operated  under  three  different  forms  of  government  in  the  23 
years,  and  I  have  operated  under,  probably,  20  different  councils  and, 
probably,  ten  mayors  in  that  length  of  time.   About  the  time  that  you 
get  one   council  or  group  of  people  to  the  place  where  they  can 
spell  "fireman"  and  "policeman"  and  understand  what's  going  on  you 
don't  have  them  any  more  you  have  got  to  start  all  over  fresh  again. 
I  think  without  the  Legislature  setting  at  least  minimum  standards 
or  some  direct  guidelines,  I  think  you  will  have  utter  chaos  for 
several  years  until  it  does  reestablish  itself. 

Another  thing  that  was  mentioned  is  consolidation  of  police  and  fire. 
This  has  been  attempted  many  places.   According  to  the  word  that  we 
get  —  of  course,  we  may  be  somewhat  biased  —  but  according  to  the 
word  we  get  it  has  not  worked  out  any  place.  There  are  some  places 
that  still  have  ir. ,  but  they  have  a  public  safety  department,  and  in 
all  cases,  all  of  them  that  I  know  of,  within  the  public  safety  de- 
partment the  police  and  fire  have  been  divided  again.   You  may  have 
a  common  chief,  but,  nevertheless,  you  have  the  two  separate  de- 
partments.  In  most  ways,  there  is  no  more  connection  between  firemen 
and  policemen  because  they  wear  blue  uniforms  than  there  is  between 
cooks  and  doctors  because  they  wear  white  uniforms  and  happen  to 
work  for  a  hospital.   That's  the  general  concensus.   This  is  what  we 
have  found. 

The  basic  reason  for  city  government  is  for  fire  and  police  protec- 
tion. If  you  didn't  need  fire  and  police  protection,  you  would  not 
need  city  government.   So,  I  think  we  should  stay  with  the  basics. 

Apparently  you  people  are  not  going  to  be  greatly  concerned  with 
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pensions,  on  this,  according  to  what  was  said  last  time,  at  least. 
The  thirteen  departments  in  the  state  that  are  represented  by  the 
paid  men  are  attempting  to  rework  our  bylaws   to  the  place  where  we 
are  going  to  have  uniform  bylaws.    As  you  know,  most  of  our  pension 
system  is  operated  by  state  law,  but  there  is  some  flexibility  within 
that  state  law.   We  are  attempting  to  work  on  these  bylaws   to  the 
place  where  all  cities,  at  least  with  the  paid  firemen,  will  be 
operating  with  the  same  set  of  bylaws.    Consequently  we  will  he.^e 
our  state  laws  interpreted  in  the  same  manner,  because  there  are 
various  interpretations  on  benefits,  and  so  on  and  so  forth.   We 
are  attempting  to  get  this.   Some  of  the  legislators,  in  the  past, 
have  attempted  to  do  this  by  a  consolidated  pension  system,  which 
with  proper  protection,  we  are  not  entirely  opposed  to.   But  we 
would  like  to  work  with  whoever  does  that. 

That  is  about  it.   Our  main  concern,  of  course,  is  our  continuation 
and  our  pension  system.   Hopefully  you  are  not  playing  with  the 
pension  system.   The  pension  system  itself  is  a  big  thing.   I  think 
you  feel  the  same  thing  and  if  you  are  going  to  have  the  committee 
working  on  pensions  —  that's  about  what  you  will  be  working  on. 

We  will  be  very  happy  to  work  with  you  on  any  of  the  other  items 
also.   We  certainly  appreciate  being  invited  to  these  meetings. 
Thank  you. 

William  Kirkpatrick 

Western  Montana  Wood  Products  Association 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  very  pleased  to  be 
here  today  to  participate  in  these  discussions.   I  have  appeared 
on  a  number  of  times  in  legislative  committee  hearings,  and  most 
often  we  have  an  adversary  proceedings.   We  have  those  who  are 
white  and  those  who  are  black.   The  committee  very  often  has  to  come 
up  with  something  in  between  or  lean  to  the  white  or  to  the  black. 
Today,  the  discussions,  as  I  have  understood  them  at  least  are 
pretty  much  in  the  same  direction. 

Now,  I  have  provided  the  members  of  this  committee  with  a  report  or 
a  memorandum  of  what  our  position  seems  to  be  in  this  whole  matter. 
It  pretty  much  coincides,  I  believe,  with  what  has  already  bee- 
stated  here  today.   It  seems  to  me  that  what  we  are   all  look; 
for  is  the  very  best  fire  protection,  fire  prevention,  fire 
suppression  under  a  system  which  we  can  afford  to  pay.   The  question 
is,  of  course:   How  much  can  we  afford  to  pay? 

All  of  the  testimony  that  I  think  I  have  heard  here  this  morning 
indicates  that  each  group  who  is  responsible  for  fire  protection  can 
probably  do  a  little  better  job  if  they  had  a  little  bit  more  money. 
But  then  we  come  back  to:   How  much  can  we  afford  to  pay? 

I  think  the  answer  to  this  question  will  depend  on  a  rather  detailed 
analysis  that  you  will  receive,  I  am  sure,  as  we  proceed  further. 
Such  items  as:   How  much  are  we  paying  today  for  fire  protection? 
How  much  of  this  total  cost  can  be  improved  by  the  elimination  of 
duplication  or  by  providing  a  coordinated  program  where  alternative 
systems  may  be  employed?   How  much  can  we  afford  not  to  pay  without 
seriously  jeopardizing  human  life  and  valuable  property? 
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Now,  who  should  be  responsible  for  fire  protection?   In  my  discussion 
here  this  afternoon,  I  am  going  to  primarily  relate  to  wildfire 
protection.   We  have  two  agencies  who  are  really  equipped  to  perform 
this  task.   We  have  the  Division  of  Forestry  on  the  state  side  and 
the  United  States  Forest  Service  on  the  Federal  Side.   I  think  we 
can  all  agree  that  on  wildfire  suppression,  these  are  the  only  two 
that  are  qualified,  competent,  and  able  to  perform  the  work.   I 
might  add  that  in  the  judgement  of  the  people  who  are  in  the  wood 
products  industry,  which  includes  landowners  and  manufacturers,  each 
of  these  two  agencies  has  done  a  magnificient  job  in  the  past  with 
the  funds  which  were  available.   They've  done  a  real  good  job.   What 
we  see  coming  on  right  now  is  that  the  federal  government  and  you 
have  heard  this  from  both  the  witnesses  who  have  testified  to  this 
point  —  the  federal  government  is  saying,  "we  are  not  anymore  going 
to  continue  our  involvement  in  protecting  private  forest  lands". 
So  that  means  the  only  other  available  agent  --  the  state  Division 
of  Forestry  —  is  going  to  have  to  beef  up  its  potential  to  perform 
this  very  important  task. 

Dick  Sandman,  who  testified  here  earlier  for  the  State  Division 
pointed  out  that  of  the  12.5  million  acres,  which  are  presently  in 
forest  land  in  the  State  of  Montana,  they  are  rendering  adequate 
protection  to  about  8  or  8.5  million  acres  —  as  I  recall.   That 
means  we  have  4  million  acres  in  Montana  which  is  not  being  adequately 
protected.   Now,  as  I  said,  they  are  doing  a  good  job,  but  they  are 
not  able  at  the  present  time  to  handle  the  entire  function  under  the 
present  system  of  financing.   I  have  in  my  brief  memorandum  — 
which  I,  incidentally,  as  all  authors,  I  hope  you'll  read  this  — 
but  I  have  pointed  out  what  I  concexved  to  be  some  of  the  problem 
there.   If  you'll  refer  to  page  10  of  the  memo: 

"We  would  urge  the  committee  to  study  seriously  just  how  fire 
protection  on  privately  owned  forestlands  in  this  state  should  be 
financed  and  in  doing  so  consider  the  broad  ownerships  involved; 
the  benefits  accruing  to  the  public  from  the  protection;  the  causes 
of  forest  fires;   and  the  urgent  need  for  a  system  which  will  induce 
the  owners  to  continue  the  tree  stands  on  their  lands  rather  than 
clearcutting  them  to  avoid  oppressive  fire  protection  costs." 

Now,  all  of  you  I'm  sure,  who  were  serving  during  the  last  session 
remember  the  bitter  battles  that  were  fought  over  the  timber  tax 
bill.   The  problems  that  were  confronting  the  industry  —  and  we  had 
no  disagreement  with  the  total  effect  —  that  the  cost  of  protec- 
tion --  the  cost  of  timber  taxes  in  Montana  was  causinq  a  great  number 
of  the  people  who  were  owners  of  forest  lands  to  consider  either 
continuing  these  forest  lands  or  clearcutting  them.   And  that  is  a 
problem  we  have  to  consider,  I  think,  in  determining  fire  protection. 

"The  owner  of  timberland  within  Montana  has  a  resource  which  has 
taken  more  than  one  hundred  years  to  grow  before  reaching  maturity. 
From  the  gross  value  of  this  resource  must  be  subtracted  the  annual 
tax  which  the  owner  must  pay  on  this  property.   He  is  also  confronted 
with  the  loss  of  all  or  a  portion  of  the  asset  by  either  fire  or 
disease  and  sometimes  both.   The  value  is  also  reduced  by  amounts  the 
owner  must  pay  each  year  under  existing  law  for  fire  protection.   When 
the  time  finally  arrives  for  timber  harvest  the  return  to  the  owner 
is  marginal  at  the  best  and  often  less  than  the  cost  to  him.   Most 
forestland  owners,  particularly  those  of  small  acreages,  depend  on 
other  sources  of  income  and  sell  timber  as  a  supplemental  rather  than 
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a  prime  source  of  revenue.   And  yet  our  forestlands  are  probably 
the  greatest  asset  this  state  has. 

First  of  all,  our  forests  are  indispensable  to  our  watershed  so 
essential  to  the  welfare  of  our  entire  state.   The  state's  wildlife, 
including  aquatic   resources,  could  not  exist  without  our  forestlands. 
Recreation,  to  a  very  substantial  extent,  as  well  as  tourism,  is 
based  upon  the  state's  woodland  areas.   And  wood  products  are  respon- 
sible either  directly  or  indirectly  for  51%  of  the  personal  in  :ome 
and  43%  of  the  employment  in  western  Montana." 

(This  comes  from  a  study  of  Maxine  Johnson  down  at  the  University) . 

"So  it  would  seem  that  fire  protection  in  our  forests  is  certainly 
in  the  interest  of  the  public  generally  and  is  not  limited  to  the 
owners  of  forestlands.   Montana  has  more  than  15,000  private  owners 
of  forestlands  and  many  of  these  are  questioning  the  wisdom  of 
paying  the  demands  of  state  government  because  of  the  trees  on 
their  property. 

It  is  therefore  suggested  that  consideration  be  given  to  a  system 
of  providing  fire  protection  which  is  financed  by  the  public  generally 
including  the  owners  of  the  forestlands.   Such  a  program  would 
provide  a  balance  in  the  apportionment  of  the  elements  of  need, 
benefit,  cause,  and  result,  and  certainly  would  be  far  more  satis- 
factory and  equitable  than  the  present  system  which  is  dependent 
upon  the  current  policies  of  the  federal  and  state  governments 
both  of  which  are  influenced  by  considerations  often  having  nothing 
to  do  with  fire  protection.   In  addition,  it  would  offer  a  far  more 
practicable  procedure  for  the  collection  of  the  revenues  needed  as 
well  as  the  stabilization  of  programs  adopted." 

Now,  I  would  like  to  just  spend  one  second  here  on  the  question  of 
stabilization.   Every  session  of  the  Legislature,  the  state  —  in 
determining  the  sphere  of  its  wildfire  protection  —  has  to  come 
in  and  find  out  how  much  it's  going  to  get  from  tne  Legislature. 
In  addition,  they  have  to  know  how  much  the  federal  government  is 
going  to  supply  under  the  Clarke-McNary  Program.   The  third  increment 
is  the  amount  the  forest  landowner  should  pay.   So  when  the  state 
tries  to  figure  out  how  complete  their  program  is  going  to  be,  they 
must  necessarily  come  up  with  the  conclusion:   "We  can't  be  sure 
until  we  have  a  solution  to  each  one  of  these  three  problems." 

Now,  in  my  judgement,  at  least,  a  solution  is  not  too  difficult  to 
come  by.   I  think  that  in  a  system  of  raising  funds  in  this  state 
we  have  to  come  up  with  a  program  —  and  we  can  come  up  with  a 
program  —  which  would  provide  the  state  with  the  amount  it  absolutely 
requires,  and  it  can  know  and  plan  exactly  how  it  will  proceed  year 
after  year  without  these  indefinite  programs. 

In  the  past,  a  study  was  done  in  the  Battelle  Memorial  Institute 
for  another  state,  not  Montana  --  and  they  were  trying  to  come  up 
with  the  answer  to  this  very  obviously  complex  problem.  Battelle 
concluded  that  the  federal  government  should  pay  50%  of  the  total 
cost  or  something  —  there  was  a  range  in  there  anyway.  But  what 
we  know  is  that  the  federal  government  is  not  doing  that  for  reasons 
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which  may  be  perfectly  valid.   The  federal  government  right  at  the 
present  time  under  the  Clarke-McNary  form  of  financing  is  coming  up 
with,  I  believe,  around  14%  right  at  the  present  time.   So  the  state 
Department  of  Forestry  is  confronted  with:   "All  right,  we're  going 
to  get  14%  from  the  federal  government.   We  are  going  to  get  what 
Francis  Bardanouve  and  some  of  the  others  will  permit  us  to  have 
from  the  state  government.   The  rest  we  hope  we  can  get  from  these 
15,000  private  landowners  in  the  State  of  Montana."   Sometimes  it 
just  doesn't  work  out.   So  I  would  urge  this  committee  to  give   very 
serious  consideration  to  a  program  which  will  stabilize  what  these 
fellows  can  do  and  which  they  do  so  well  and  adequately  —  and  with- 
out the  taxpayers  with  too  much  cost  for  fire  protec- 
tion.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Don  Nettleton 
Burlington  Northern 
Timber  and  Land  Department 

I  am  Don  Nettleton  —  and  I  am  a  staff  forester  with  Burlington 
Northern's  timber  and  land  department.   I  think  it  is  important  to 
recognize  we  have  kind  of  our  separate  world  from  the  railroad  ~ 
our  interest  is  in  forest  land  protection. 

We  have  about  800,000  acres  of  forestland  in  this  state,  which  we 
manage  to  the  best  of  our  abilities.   I  find  myself  somewhat  in 
the  position  of  standing  up  here  and  repeating  what's  already  been 
said  several  times  today.   I  have  written  a  paper  I  think  you  have 
before  you.   In  interest  of  time  I  would  like  to  briefly  summarize 
what  I  said  there.   I  said  the  same  things  in  that  paper  that  the 
other  people  have  told  you  about  today. 

Mr.  Nettleton  then  summarized  the  points  made  in  his  paper  as  follows: 

1.  Protection  of  forest  and  rangeland  requires  statewide  organization 
and  coordination.   We  do  not  believe  that  protection  for  wild  lands 
can  be  segmented  into  a  whole  lot  of  little  organizations.   They 

have  to  be  well  coordinated  on  a  state  level. 

2.  We  believe  adequate  fire  protection  should  be  extended  to  all 
state  and  private  wild  lands.  This  is  one  of  the  holes  in  the  system  -- 
that  4  million  acres.   Some  of  this  is  Burlington  Northern's  that 
does  not  have  an  adequate  fire  protection  organization  helping  us 

out.   Substantial  amounts  of  public  values  on  these  lands  are  also 
not  protected. 

3.  The  unique  nature  of  wild  land  fire  protection  requires  state 
level  coordination.   We  support  the  comments  of  Dick  Sandman  on 
this  subject.   They  have  the  organization  developed  upon  which  we 
can  build  a  statewide  organization. 

4.  We  need  to  review  the  funding  problem.   20C  out  of  every  dollar 
is  going  to  the  administration  of  that  assessment  program.   As  a 
taxpayer  paying  these  administrative  costs,  we  think  the  money  could 
be  better  spent  developing  programs  and  doing  the  job  on  the  ground. 
Montana  is  one  of  only  four  states  in  the  country  that  still  has  the 
assessment  program. 

-31- 


I  have  heard  a  lot  of  things  today  that  stagger  ray  mind  and  I  am 
sure  they  do  some  of  your  people's  too.   It  seems  to  me,  one  way 
to  approach  this  whole  thing  might  be  to  break  the  entire  problem 
into  little  separate  pieces.   The  wildland  fire  situation  is  one 
of  these  pieces.   There  you  could  assign  this  problem  to  a  committee 
type  thing.   Individuals,  agencies,  associations,  or  landowners  who 
have  a  specific  interest  in  them  could  then  sit  down  and  develop 
some  specific  recommendations.   We  have  heard  about  a  lot  of  problems 
but  we  have  not  heard  many  answers.   I  think  the  next  step  is  to 
begin  developing  some  answers  for  consideration.   Thanks. 

Mons  Teigen 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association 

I  am  Mons  Teigen,  Executive  Vice-President  of  the  Montana  Stock- 
growers  Association.   You  have  our  statement.   I'll  just  elaborate 
on  a  few  of  the  items  in  it. 

I  think  our  position  as  an  organization  of  landowners  —  people  who 
live  and  reside  and  use  many  of  these  lands  in  the  state  —  is  that 
we  believe  the  State  of  Montana  should  be  involved  in  subsidizing 
or  supporting  the  cost  of  fire  protection  on  these  lands.   In  recent 
legislative  sessions,  I  have  gotten  the  distinct  impression  that  there 
are  people  in  the  Legislature  who  feel  the  burden  of  wildfire  control 
and  protection  should  be  saddled  completely  on  the  landowner.   This, 
we  resist  mightily.   We  believe  that  this  is  an  obligation  of  society 
as  a  whole  in  addition  to  the  landowner.   It  wasn't  until  just  a 
Cqw  minutes  ago  that  I  was  aware  that  Montana  was  one  of  the  few 
start..""  that  used  the  assessment  process.   If  I  was  aware  that  was 
the  case,  perhaps  I  would  have  changed  my  statement  and  made  it 
a  little  stronger  in  that  connection. 

I  find  very  little  or  nothing  to  quarrel  with  the  State  Forester 
on  in  connection  with  the  work  they  are  doing  in  Western  Montana, 
but  I  submit  that  there  are  a  lot  of  lands  in  this  state  that  do 
not  have  prime  forest  lands  on  them,  but  still  require  forest  fire 
protection.   In  order  to  provide  this  protection  it  takes  organization 
and  coordination  —  the  type  of  thing  the  State  Forester's  office 
can  do  very  well.   We  would  like  to  see  the  arrangement  that  is 
presently  planned  in  twenty  counties  in  the  state  expanded  to  the 
remaining  counties  because  the  fact  remains  there  is  a  fire  problem 
in  the  rangeland  and  farmland  in  the  state.   It  takes  coord ina Lion 
to  solve  this  problem. 

It  is  too  bad  someone  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  wasn't 
here  today  because  they  do  provide  a  great  deal  of  fire  protection 
on  certain  areas  of  the  state. 

One  problem  that  comes  to  my  attention  quite  frequently  is  when  the 
BLM  goes  out  on  a  fire,  the  first  thing  they  do  is  set  up  a  paymaster, 
the  next  thing  they  do  is  set  up  a  kitchen,  then  they  go  out  and 
start  fighting  the  fire.   After  the  ranchers  in  the  area  have  been 
fighting  this  thing  all  night  long  --  on  their  own  hook,  not  getting 
paid  or  anything,  just  trying  to  be  neighborly  and  put  out  a  fire  -- 
then  these  boys  come  out  --  and  I  am  not  quarrelling  with  the  idea 
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I  know  they  have  to  do  it  this  way  —  then  they  get  on  the  fire  and 
when  it's  all  over  with,  if  private  land  is  involved,  the  private 
landowner  is  handed  a  bill  for  the  cost  of  putting  out  that  fire. 
Now,  naturally  this  raises  some  hackles  on  the  backs  of  some  of 
these  peoples'  necks.   I  think  the  only  way  we  can  correct  this  is 
for  each  county  to  have  an  organization  of  some  fashion  that  is 
coordinated  under  the  State  Forester's  office.   I  don't  say  you 
need  the  same  kind  of  organization  that  you  have  over  on  the 
Blackfoot  or  in  the  Libby  county,  but  they  do  need  better  organization 
than  they  have.   This  is  not  to  say  there  are  not  areas  in  the  state 
where  they  have  excellent  rural  fire  districts  that  are  doing  an 
excellent  job.   But  they  are  doing  it  because  they  have  a  few 
individuals  who  are  dedicated  and  interested  in  the  thing.   We 
need  an  ongoing  arrangement  —  something  that  will  protect  these 
lands  from  hereon. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  QUESTIONS 

Representative  Gwynn  said  that  he  lives  near  Murphy  Lake  and  near 
the  Eureka  District.   The  Forest  Service  maintains  standby  fire 
crews  in  these  areas  who  play  volley  ball,  badminton,  baseball, 
and  so  on  when  they  are  on  standby  waiting  for  a  fire.   Gwynn 
contrasted  this  situation  to  the  first  fire  he  went  on  when  he  was 
thirteen  years  old. 

At  that  time  they  worked  under  a  system  where  the  people  who  worked 
in  the  woods  would  be  contacted  in  case  of  a  fire  and  would  drop 
what  they  were  doing  whatever  the  time  of  day  and  go  to  fight  the 
fire.   He  asked  Mr.  Sandman  whether  his  standby  crews  would  be 
the  same  kind  as  those  of  the  Forest  Service  that  make  people  mad 
when  they  see  them  playing  or  whether  he  would  have  a  system  we  can 
live  with. 

Mr.  Sandman  reviewed  some  of  the  criteria  used  to  assign  one  agency, 
such  as  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  to  provide  protection  in  an  area  of 
mixed  ownership.   He  pointed  out  that  the  state  pays  the  U.S. 
twenty  cents  per  acre  for  the  protection  while  it  probably  costs 
seventy  cents  for  the  U.S.  to  provide  that  protection.   This  is  why 
they  want  out  of  the  business.   Representative  Gwynn  said  that  was 
good  —  he  wanted  to  have  them  out  of  the  business. 

Sandman  pointed  out  that  the  Division  does  use  sawmill  crews  and 
organized  crews  working  in  the  woods  to  help  in  f iref ighting . 
Problems  associated  with  this  sort  of  thing  include  the  costs  of 
men  and  equipment  incurred  by  the  companies  providing  them;  losses 
associated  with  lost  production  due  to  overtime,  plus  safety  factors. 
O.S.H.A.  standards  play  an  increasing  role  here  as  well  as  lawsuits 
claiming  use  of  firefighters  who  were  not  physically  fit.   Sandman 
speculated  that  the  threat  of  losses  from  suits  for  this  kind  of 
liability  probably  has  bearing  on  the  use  of  organized  standby  fire 
crews  by  the  U.S.   In  Montana,  we  still  rely  on  volunteers  for 
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initial  attack,  but  we  do  use  standby  crews.   Our  costs  are  lower 
though,  and  efficiency  is  a  goal.   He  said  the  Division  wants 
no  system  not  containing  legislative  controls  and  invited  the 
committee  to  "call  the  shots"  on  the  Division  if  they  ever  do  get 
into  inefficient  operation. 

Senator  Murphy  then  asked  a  question  related  to  a  reply  he  recieved 
in  response  to  a  questionnaire  sent  to  members  of  the  Farmers  Union. 
One  man  had  said  the  farming  areas  around  Gallatin  Gateway  wei 2  well 
protected  through  an  arrangement  with  the  district  in  Gallatin 
Gateway.   Murphy  wanted  to  know  how  much  the  state  was  involved  there 
and  for  how  long  it  had  been  involved. 

Sandman  said  that,  since  the  early  forties,  the  Division  had  been 
a  prime  mover  in  encouraging  the  formation  of  rural  fire  districts. 
The  Division  has  felt  these  were  the  best  devices  for  solving 
structural  fire  problems.   Gallatin  County  was  one  of  the  first 
counties  to  sign  an  agreement  with  the  Division  under  the 
coop  program  —  a  program  for  wild  land  fires  arranged  through  the 
County  Commissioners.   When  equipment  is  provided  to  the  county  it 
may  be  placed  with  a  rural  district  or  with  a  rancher.   But  it  does 
not  belong  then  to  the  district.   Some  problems  were  experienced 
with  a  rural  district  in  Gallatin  County  that  wouldn't  let  the 
equipment  out  of  the  district.   The  Division  has  placed  about  five 
pieces  of  equipment  in  the  county  and  has  drafted  a  fire  plan  for 
the  county.   The  Division  has  also  been  trying  to  form  a  county 
rural  fire  council  to  govern  the  county  fire  business. 

When  asked  if  the  specific  problem  had  been  answered,  Senator 
Murphy  said  he  had  just  wanted  to  know  how  the  state  was  involved. 
His  letter  had  said  the  area  had  good  protection  from  Gallatin 
Gateway  and  to  leave  them  alone  --  don't  get  the  state  or  federal 
government  involved. 

Sandman  pointed  out  that  one  small  district  --  at  Gardiner  —  had 
lost  a  man  fighting  a  fire  a  couple  of  years  ago.   He  said,  "Let  me 
be  honest  with  you.   They  don't  want  the  help  until  they  need  the 
help  and  then  they  want  the  help.   But  they  don't  want  to  pay  anything 
for  it  beforehand.    But  you  just  don't  run  out  and  get  a  helicopter 
and  trained  men  and  get  equipment  when  they  need  help.   Some  of 
this  has  to  be  done  ahead  of  time."   The  state  depends  very  much  on 
the  local  people  though,  and  he  pointed  out  that  it  has  to  be  a 
cooperative  effort. 

Senator  Story  asked  about  the  four  alternative  plans  the  state 
presented  to  the  Park  County  Commissioners  when  they  were  developing 
a  plan  for  that  county.   He  further  asked  whether  these  four  plans 
would  be  in  lieu  of  the  16C  per  acre  plan. 

Sandman  said  that  with  regard  to  forest  fire  protection,  they  have 
interpreted  existing  law  to  the  effect  that  there  are  four  alter- 
natives . 

1.   Formation  of  a  forest  fire  protection  districc.   This  requires 
an  affirmative  vote  of  51%  of  the  people  owning  51%  of  the  land. 
The  state  then  provides  protection  through  a  recognized  agency  and 
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up  to  16C  or  5C  per  acre  are  collected  with  the  taxes  depending  on 
the  class  of  forest  covering  the  land. 

2.  The  forest  landowner  might  sign  an  affidavit.   This  doesn't 
guarantee  him  protection  because  he  may  be  in  an  area  where 
protection  is  unavailable.   The  affidavit  is  an  agreement 
through  the  assessment  procedure  in  return  for  provided  protection. 

The  Division  then  tries  to  find  an  agency  to  provide  protection.   When  one 
is  found  the  Division  accepts  the  affidavit  and  arranges  for  protection. 

3.  State-County  Coop  Program.   In  the  coop  program,  the  Division 
provides  the  equipment  and  training  and  the  county  provides  the 
volunteers.   Consequently  it  is  a  lower  intensity  of  protection  but 
a  job  gets  done.   In  this  program  the  forest  landowner  pays  a 

2C  per  acre  assessment.   Some  criticism  is  generated  from  this  system 
because  people  say  not  everyone  pays.   Actually  everyone  does 
pay  something  through  other  county  means.   State  law,  however,  demands 
assessment  of  the  forest  landowner. 

4.  Self-protection.   This  may  include  protection  from  a  rural 
fire  district. 

The  state  considers  forest  land  protected  under  any  of  the  first 
three  systems  to  be  adequately  covered  under  state  law.   Under  the 
fourth  alternative,  the  owner  fights  the  fire  as  well  as  he  can. 
If  it  gets  away  he  must  go  to  the  Governor  to  ask  for  emergency 
help.   This  takes  time.   The  Division  could  bill  the  owner  for  help 
provided  in  this  way.   On  the  first  three,  if  no  negligence  is 
involved,  there  is  no  bill  for  the  fire. 

Senator  Story  then  asked  Mr.  Penttila  whether  the  fact  that  we  were 
slightly  above  the  national  average  for  fires  might  not,  in  part, 
be  due  to  a  colder  climate  with  more  stress  on  heating  systems. 

Mr.  Penttila  said  this  is  very  possibly  true  and  mentioned  the  fact 
that  Alaska  is  worse  than  we  are  as  possible  evidence  in  this  regard. 
Most  of  the  deaths  in  Montana,  however,  are  due  to  drinking  and 
smoking  in  bed. 

The  Fire  Marshal   stated  that  several  hundred  structures  burned 
down  in  Montana  last  year. 

Senator  Story  wondered  what  the  total  premiums  paid  for  fire 
insurance  would  be.   He  wanted  to  know  how  much  more  we  were  paying 
for  fire  protection  than  we  are  losing  in  fires. 

Senator  Story  then  asked  who  performed  the  assessment  of  forest 
lands  and  why  it  costs  so  much. 

Mr.  Sandman  explained  the  system  as  it  has  developed  since  1911. 
He  pointed  out  the  difficulties  of  mapping  ownership  and  forest 
lands  and  then  transferring  the  information  to  the  assessors.   He 
said  that  to  do  this  job  each  year  five  people  are  taken  from  other 
forest  management  jobs  from  the  first  of  March  to  the  second  week  in 
May  just  to  collect  the  data.   Because  forest  land  for  fire  protec- 
tion is  not  defined  the  same  as  for  taxation,  we  must  actually 
classify  the  land  ourselves.   While  the  figure  of  20%  was  used  as  a 
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cost,  when  all  costs  are  figured  throughout  government  the  cost 
becomes  astronomical.   Something  that  was  designed  to  do  a  job  in 
1911  is  now  obsolete. 

Senator  Story  asked  if  anyone  had  any  informatior  related  to  the 
comparative  value  of  forests  in  western  Montana  compared  to  those 
in  his  county. 

Mr.  Kirkpatrick  said  the  state  probably  had  the  best  values  on  tnis 
because  they  go  in  and  assess  the  values  of  the  land  and  timber.   He 
suggested  that  the  price  Champion-International  paid  for  Anaconda's 
properties  might  also  be  a  useful  figure  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Gorsuch  said  that  value  could  perhaps  be  related  to  production 
and  an  average  production  per  acre  per  year  might  be  300  to  500 
board  feet. 

Senator  Story  said  that  production  was  so  much  less  in  some  timber 
in  his  area  that  payment  of  the  same  assessment  is  not  justified. 
In  some  cases ,  the  landowner  would  be  better  off  burning  the  trees 
rather  than  pay  the  tax  for  their  protection. 

Al  Sampson  stated  in  answer  to  an  earlier  question  that  the  premiums 
generated  in  Montana  in  1974  were  $10,167,000,  the  loss  was  $4,114,000 

Representative  Bertelsen  asked  for  suggestions  for  a  practical 
method  of  funding  fire  control • 

"\ck  Sandman  said  there  are  various  methods,  and  that  the  committee 
shouxJ  look  at  more  than  one.   Systems  that  are  possible  include  a 
statewide  mill  levy  or  a  combination  of  general  fund  and  mill  levy. 
He  illustrated  the  mill  levy  concept  as  one  possibility  by  showing 
a  view  graph  of  Income  and  Expenditures  for  the  Division  of  Forestry. 
Two  of  the  six  sources  of  income  on  the  chart  were  "General  Fund"  and 
"Assessment  Rolls" .   Right  now,  the  fire  control  budget  amounts  to 
about  $1,700,000  per  year  of  which  the  genera]  fund  supplies  about 
$800,000  and  the  assessment  rolls  about  $400,000. 

The  $1,200,000  supplied  from  those  two  sources  approximates  the 
$1,200,000  one  mill  would  have  raised  statewide  had  it  been  levied 
against  last  year's  valuation.   Since  the  state  is  already  funding 
$800,000  through  the  general  fund,  additional  funding  at  the  state 
level  to  replace  the  assessment  system  with  a  state  property  tax  for 
the  $400,000  would  take  only  1/3  of  a  mill.   He  added  that  there  are 
a  number  of  possibilities  and  that  he  didn't  want  to  indicate  any 
one  way  should  be  chosen. 

In  response  to  a  question  from  Representative  Gwynn,  the  Fire  Marshal, 
Senator  Story  and  the  committee  discussed  HB  109.   That  bill 
provided  a  means  for  cities  to  order  removal  of  structures  that 
represented  an  undue  fire  hazard  in  the  community.   The  Fire  Marshal 
said  the  bill  hasn't  been  used  yet  so  the  effect  isn't  known.   He 
said  he  would  research  it  some  more  to  find  a  better  way  to  handle 
this  kind  of  situation. 

Dave  Fisher  suggested  that  the  committee  should  consider  strengthening 
subdivision  regulations  to  assure  sufficient  water  lines  and  fire 
hydrants  be  installed  before  subdivided  land  could  be  sold.   He 
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said  if  this  is  not  done  many  people  will  not  have  reasonable  fire 
protection  even  though  they  think  they  do. 

Representative  Gwynn  then  asked  the  Fire  Marshal  whether  something 
could  be  done  to  assure  that  fire  protection  costs  for  buildings 
built  that  are  beyond  the  capabilities  of  the  local  department  would 
be  borne  by  the  builder  rather  than  by  the  public  generally. 

In  response  Mr.  Penttila  said  that,  theoretically,  the  building 
codes  could  be  amended  so  that  when  a  building  would  be  built  beyond 
the  capabilities  of  the  local  forces  in  height  or  other  character- 
istics automatic  fire  suppression  equipment  would  be  required. 
Then  you  would  not  have  to  depend  on  the  local  fire  department  to 
suppress  the  fire.   Localities  could  do  this  with  their  ordinances. 
Were  this  done  now,  we  wouldn't  have  such  a  fire  problem  in  the 
future.   This  must  be  done  with  the  high-rise  buildings  now  and  it 
could  be  done  also  with  the  smaller  ones. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  DISCUSSION 

The  committee  discussed  the  possibility  of  holding  another  hearing 
to  accommodate  those  who  were  not  able  to  speak  at  the  meeting.   A 
discussion  of  a  meeting  date  for  this  purpose  included  discussion  of 
overall  committee  scheduling.   Staff  suggested  that  the  committee 
should  set  some  pretty  specific  goals  as  to  how  some  of  the  problems 
should  be  solved  prior  to  the  advent  of  1976.   The  fact  that  drafts 
will  need  review  and  may  be  more  controversial  than  the  problem 
stages  of  the  report  was  mentioned. 

Chairman  Robbins  mentioned  the  fact  that  the  State  Commission  on 
Local  Government  would  begin  its  hearings  early  next  year.   Later, 
just  before  the  session,  they  will  hold  three  more  hearings.   This 
committee  was  invited  to  participate  in  those  hearings.   At  that 
time  the  committee  could  air  its  legislative  proposals  as  well. 
Chairman  Robbins  thought  this  would  be  a  good  chance  for  the  committee 
to  hear  more  comments  on  the  bill  because,  as  was  mentioned,  that 
is  when  you  really  are  more  likely  to  hear  grumbling. 

Several  meeting  dates  were  discussed  and  Monday,  November  17  was 
finally  set  as  a  date  for  an  additional  hearing  and  time  for 
committee  work  on  specific  issues. 

Committee  discussion  then  centered  around  how  serious  the  fire 
problem  was  in  terms  of  a  problem  state  government  was  equipped  to 
solve.   Senator  Story  pointed  out  that  the  loss,  which  quite  a  bit, 
might  not  really  be  as  much  as  we  suffer  through  neglect  of  roofs  and 
so  on.   Representative  Robbins  said  he  was  more  worried  about  the 
loss  of  life.   Much  loss  of  life,  however,  is  due  to  careless 
smoking  and  drinking  by  people.   Some  members  wondered  what 
government  could  do  about  this  sort  of  thing. 

Many  fire  problems  are  by  nature,  local  problems.   Some  members 
discussed  whether  the  state  or  local  government  should  have  final 
say  in  many  of  these  problems. 
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Representative  Bertelsen  said  that  regardless  of  some  of  the  other 
problems,  something  surely  could  be  done  to  relieve  the  landowner 
of  some  of  the  liability  for  wildfire   costs  he  might  incur  on 
his  lands. 

Representative  Sivertsen  cautioned  the  committee  to  be  very 
about  authorizing  state  government  to  solve  problems  that  could  be 
handled  at  the  local  level.   He  said  this  always  ends  up  costin; 
the  taxpayer  more  money  in  the  long  run.   He  added  that  sometime 
we  have  to  determine  how  many  of  these  state  services  are  wanted  by 
the  local  people  and  how  many  they  might  be  willing  to  do  for 
themselves.   Each  problem  heard  today  was  related  to  insufficient 
funds  received  by  the  agencies,  he  added.   Representative  Robbins 
said  that  the  people  at  home  need  to  realize  that  they  either  have 
to  do  some  of  these  things  or  they  will  have  to  pay  to  get  them 
done,  because  in  many  cases  they  are  endangering  other  people. 
But  he  added  that  someone  would  have  to  identify  certain  areas  and 
the  costs  for  protecting  them.   It  would  be  unreasonable,  he  said, 
to  end  up  paying  through  the  nose  somewhere  out  in  the  desert  for 
fire  protection. 

Representative  Bertelsen  said  he  thought  the  answer  might  really 
be  to  just  facilitate  procedures  for  working  cooperatively  with  the 
counties  to  help  them  identify  their  problems.   After  the  local 
people  have  considered  a  plan  they  might  be  interested  in  protection 
at  some  level.   The  costs  in  this  case  perhaps  need  not  increase 
greatly. 

""•me  costs  may  be  absorbed  in  any  event.   Often  we  could  say  we 
can  )-.._■  the  cost  for  protection  to  fight  fire  or  for  insurance  to 
pay  a  loss  that  exists. 
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ALTERNATE  MEANS  OF  PROVIDING  ADEQUATE  WILDLAND  FIRE  PROTECTION 


~n  June  of  1976,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  Con- 
servation responded  to  a  subcommittee  request  to  outline  alter- 
native methods  of  providing  fire  protection  to  Montana's  wild- 
lands.   The  alternatives  were  widely  distributed  to  interested 
parties'  in  the  state.   Every  county  commissioner  received  a 
copy,  as  did  many  companies  and  individuals  who  are  interested 
in  the  fire  protection  problems  of  the  state. 

While  little  response  was  received,  comments  that  were  received 
indicated  a  split  between  those  who  are  involved  with  forests 
as  a  primary  resource  and  those  who  own  lands  containing  some 
timber.   Forest  landowners  who  earn  their  living  from  raising 
trees  feel  they  receive  good  value  for  the  amount  they  spend 
for  fire  protection.   On  the  other  hand,  forest  landowners  who 
own  rangeland  containing  trees  often  feel  that  the  additional 
cost  they  must  bear  to  protect  what  is  to  them  a  marginal  re- 
source is  unacceptable.   One  side  therefore  prefers  maintaining 
the  present  system  to  ensure  stability  in  the  funding  of  the 
fire  protection  program.   The  other  side  tends  to  prefer  fund- 
ing fire  protection  to  a  greater  degree  from  general  fund  expendi- 
tures.  Within  these  broad  generalizations  one  finds  many  varia- 
tions.  The  analysis  provided  by  the  department  covers  many  of 
these. 


C 
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Overview   of    Proposals: 


Proposal: 


Leave  assessment  system  as  is. 

Leave  assessment  syst-  as  is  for  now;  provide  a  2  year  study  of  alternatives. 
Allow  contracting  between  counties  and  State,  drop  Co.  Coop.  2C  assessment 

Allow  contracting,  and  adjust  the  assessment  rolls  by: 

Adding  $10  flat  fee  minimum  and  changing  to  one  class  of  forest  land 
Adding  a  $10  minimum  and  collecting  via  the  co.  forest  landowner  rolls 
Assigning  a  flat  fee  per  owner  per  county  regardless  of  acreage 

Allow  contracting,  and  substitute  other  funding  for  assessment  rolls: 

Substitute  general  funding 
Substitute  a  timber  severence  fee 
Substitute  a  Statewide  mil  levy 
Substitute  a  State-County  matching  fund 
Establish  suppression  funds: 

County  Cooperative  Suppression  Support  Fund 
State  Suppression  Fund,  funded  by 

1.  Timber  severence  fees 

2.  Conservation  license  fees 

3.  Combination  of  severence  and  conservation  fees 

Establish  basic  responsibilities  with  Co's.  for  fire  prot. ,  State  may  contract^ 
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Alternative  No.  1:   Leave  Assessment  Rolls  As  Is 

This  alternative  would  leave  the  forest  fire  assessment  rolls  in  their 
present  status.   The  assessment  rolls  presently  provide  $587,752  to- 
wards the  protection  of  privately-owned  and  classified  forest  lands. 

Assessment  Rolls: 

State  support  to  cooperative  counties  (2C/acre)  $  41,142 

State  direct  protection  (Up  to  16<?/acre)  419,873 

Federal  direct  protection  (Up  to  16C/acre)  126, 737 

TOTAL  $587,752 

A.  Possible  Effects  On  Forest  Landowners: 

The  assessment  rate  for  State  support  to  cooperative  counties  will 
have  to  increase  to  help  cover  the  cost  of  assessment  collections. 
(No  increase  anticipated  in  State  or  Federal  direct  protection.) 

Counties  enrolled  in  the  County  Cooperative  Program  may  withdraw 
if  the  2C/acre  assessment  is  raised.   This  action  would  result  in 
appreciable  reductions  in  basic  levels  of  wildfire  protection. 
Each  county  that  withdraws  would  result  in  some  1H   million  acres 
receiving  reduced  protection. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

The  basic  data  used  to  arrive  at  individual  forest  landowner  classi- 
fiu.  '-ions  is  20  to  22  years  old.   This  data  will  have  to  be  updated 
in  the  near  future  at  a  fairly  large  expenditure  of  general  fund 
monies.   The  continued  gathering  of  assessment  data,  coupled  with 
an  average  reduction  in  the  individual  landowners  size  of  ownership, 
will  cause  more  and  more  of  the  landowners  assessment  payments  to 
be  used  for  nonproductive  paperwork  instead  of  fire  suppression. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.  Pro 

a.  Allows  the  individual  landowner  to  share  in  the  protection 
costs  of  forest  resources. 

2.  Con: 

a.  The  forest  landowner  with  a  small  acreage  does  not  pay  his 
fair  share  for  the  hazard  and  risk  created,  or  the  cost  of 
assessment  collection. 

b.  Some  $10,000  in  fire  protection  monies  are  spent  by  the 
Division  in  unproductive  paperwork  annually  just  to  collect 
the  assessments.   This  money  could  be  better  spent  in  fire 
planning  and  suppression  activities. 
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c.  Cooperative  counties  will  continue  to  receive  complaints 
and  pressure  from  landowners  concerning  inequities  in  the 
assessment  system,  benefits  received  from  non-forest  resi- 
dents, etc.   This  will  cause  counties  to  withdraw  from  the 
program  and  reduce  protection  levels. 

d.  A  massive  effort  will  have  to  be  made  in  the  near  future 
to  update  the  20  year  old  data  used  to  compile  the  present 
assessment  acreages.   This  will  result  in  a  large  dollar 
expenditure  for  nonprotection  activities  by  the  State. 
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Alternative  No.  la:   Leave  Assessment  Rolls  as  is,  for  Now;  Provide  for  a 
Two  Year  Study  of  Alternatives 

This  alternative  would  leave  all  funding  systems  intact  for  the  next 
biennium,  but  would  fund  an  indepth  study  of  the  various  alternatives. 
This  study  could  determine  such  factors  as: 

1.  The  values  at  risk  from  fire. 

2.  The  ratio  of  direct  and  indirect  benefits  from  fire  protection 
to  the  State,  the  county,  and  the  individual  landowner. 

3.  The  possible  fiscal  effects  of  any  major  change  in  the  fire 
funding  systems. 

4.  Legal  ramifications  inherent  in  proposed  adjustments  in  fund- 
ing. 

5.  Means  necessary  to  ease  the  establishment  of  forest  fire  dis- 
tricts, etc. 

6.  Future  land  ownership  patterns,  estimated  fire  hazards  and  risks, 
etc. 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Landowners: 

Could  provide  some  concrete  data  on  which  to  base  decisions  on 
forest  fire  financing.   Any  alternatives  proposed  would  have  to  be 
approved  by  the  Legislative  Assembly  before  being  placed  into  affect. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

A  two  year  study  would  involve  the  expenditure  of  approximately 
$50,000  to  obtain  the  necessary  data  for  a  complete  review. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.   Pro: 

a.   Proposals  for  funding  changes  could  be  based  on  current  data 
including  the  values  at  risk  from  fire,  and  the  benefits 
received. 


2.   Con 


a.  The  assessment  rolls  would  remain  in  effect  for  two  more 
years. 

b.  A  detailed  study  would  involve  the  expenditure  of  approxi- 
mately $  50,000  of  State  General  Fund  monies. 
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Alternative  No.  2;   Allow  Contracting  Between  Cooperative  Counties  and 

the  State  (Substitute  a  Contract  Fee  for  the  2C/acre 
Assessment) 

This  alternative  would  allow  the  State  to  substitute  a  contract  fee 
(for  support  by  the  State  to  county  wildland  firefighting  activities) 
for  the  present  2£  per  acre  assessment  collected  from  forest  landowners. 

County  Cooperative  Fire  Program: 

Number  of  cooperative  fire  counties  20 

Counties  presently  on  the  assessment  rolls  13 

Assessment  roll  collections  (13  counties)  $41,142 

Area  protected  16,000,000  acres 

(This  alternative  may  be  combined  with  other  adjustments;  see  alterna- 
tives #3,  #4,  and  #5.) 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

A  major  barrier,  to  State  support  to  counties  in  their  volunteer 
wildland  fire  program,  would  be  removed  under  this  alternative. 
The  county  cooperative  fire  assessment  rate  would  be  dropped  and 
replaced  with  a  contract  fee  negotiated  between  the  State  and  indi- 
vidual counties. 

The  removal  of  this  assessment  fee  should  encourage  more  partici- 
pation by  counties  and  result  in  additional  areas  of  adequate  wild- 
land  Jire  protection.   Each  county  that  enters  the  program  will 
place  some  lh   million  acres  under  adequate  wildland  fire  protection. 

Harassment  of  local  government  officials  (County  Assessors  and 
County  Commissioners)  should  also  be  reduced  under  this  proposal. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

The  basic  data  used  for  measuring  individual  landowners  classifi- 
cations within  the  Forest  Fire  Districts  and  Affidavit  Units  will 
have  to  be  updated  in  the  near  future,  resulting  in  a  major  expendi- 
ture from  the  State  General  Fund.   (See  Fiscal  Effects  -  Alternative 
#1) 

Two  FTEs  would  have  to  be  added  to  allow  fire  planning  for  the 
State-County  contracts;  to  procure  contracts,  and  to  check  matching 
fiscal  funds. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 
1.   Pro: 

a.  Paperwork  associated  with  assessment  collections  within  13 
counties  might  be  reduced. 

b.  If  two  additional  FTEs  are  authorized  to  administer  the 
county  contracts,  fire  planning  work  can  be  accomplished  in 
these  counties,  beneficial  to  both  the  counties  and  State. 
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c.  Agitation  of  county  personnel  by  forest  landowners  con- 
cerning assessments  would  decrease  markedly. 

d.  Allows  forest  landowners  inside  Forest  Fire  Districts  to 
share  in  the  protection  costs  of  forest  resources. 


2. 


a.  The  forest  landowner  within  Forest  Fire  Districts  or  Affi- 
davit Units  that  owns  a  small  acreage,  does  not  pay  his 
fair  share  for  the  hazard  and  risk  created,  or  the  cost  of 
assessment  collection. 

b.  Some  $10,000  is  spent  annually  in  unproductive  paperwork 

to  collect  the  assessment  data.   This  money  could  be  better 
spent  in  fire  planning  and  suppression  activities. 

c.  A  massive  effort  will  have  to  be  made  in  the  near  future  to 
update  the  20  year  old  data  used  to  compile  the  assessment 
acreages.   This  will  result  in  a  large  dollar  expenditure 
for  nonproductive  activities  by  the  State. 

3.  Note:   If  the  State-County  contract  were  based  on  an  acreage  fee 

(so  many  cents  per  acre  of  forest,  range,  and  croplands 
within  the  County) ,  then  the  2  FTEs  listed  in  #B  above 
would  not  be  needed  for  development  of  a  county  fire  plan 
upon  which  to  base  contract  costs. 

4.  Forest  Fire  Protection  Districts  would  not  be  included  under  this 
proposal.   Protection  coverage  and  payment  procedures  would  re- 
main the  same. 
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Alternative  No.  3:   Allow  Contracting  Between  Cooperative  Counties  and 
the  State,  and  Adjust  the  Assessment  Collection 
System 

This  proposal  consists  of  two  major  parts.   The  first  is  to  drop  the 
2C  per  acre  forest  landowner  assessment  within  cooperative  fire  counties 
and  replace  it  with  a  negotiated  contract  fee  between  the  county  and 
the  State.   (See  alternative  #2  for  a  complete  explanation  of  this  por- 
tion of  the  alternative.) 

The  second  major  part  of  this  alternative  is  to  adjust  the  assessment 
collection  system  within  the  remainder  of  the  forest  fire  protection 
area,  namely  the  Forest  Fire  Districts,  and  the  Affidavit  Units. 

Three  subalternates  to  provide  this  adjustment  in  the  assessment  rolls 
are  provided.   These  are: 

Subalternate  3a:   Adding  a  $10  flat  fee  minimum  and  change  to  one 
class  of  forest  land. 

Subalternate  3b:   Adding  a  $10  flat  fee  minimum,  and,  collecting 
via  the  county  forest  landowner  listing. 

Subalternate  3c:   Assigning  a  flat  fee  per  owner  per  county, 
regardless  of  acreage  owned. 

Each  of  these  Subalternates  are  treated  separately  as  follows. 


Alternative  3a:   Add  a  $10  Flat  Fee  Minimum,  and  Change  to  One  Class 
of  Forest  Land  (Coupled  with  alternative  #2) 

This  alternative  would  set  a  minimum  acreage  below  which  forest  land- 
owners would  pay  a  flat  fee  for  forest  fire  protection  services  within 
Forest  Fire  Districts  and  Affidavit  Units.   The  setting  of  such  a  mini- 
mum limit  would  reduce  administrative  paperwork  and  allow  owners  of 
small  forest  acreages  to  participate  in  funding  their  fair  share  cf  the 
fire  hazards  and  risks.   Forest  acreages  above  the  minimum  size  would 
be  placed  together  as  one  class  of  forest  land  and  assessed  up  to  the 
current  maximum  of  16C  per  acre.   (See  also  Alternative  #2) 

Forest  Landowner  Statistics: 


Owners  on  assessment  rolls  15,000± 

Minimum  Acreage  for  $10  flat  fee  62  acres 

Number  of  owners  at,  or  below  minimums  10,000± 

Acreage  on  assessment  rolls  4,424,179  acres 

Acreage  of  10,000±  owners  at  minimums  221,209  acres 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

A  large  number  of  forest  landowners  would  be  affected  by  the  setting 
of  this  minimum  fee  limit.   This  has  resulted  from  the  rather  heavy 
subdivision  of  forest  land  ownerships  over  the  past  10  years  into 
smaller  and  smaller  parcels.   The  total  acreage  affected,  however, 
is  only  5%  of  the  total  forest  land  on  the  assessment  rolls. 

ih?  oayment  of  these  minimum  fees  will  compensate  for  the  collect- 
ing of  the  assessment  data  on  these  smaller  ownerships,  and  will 
also  compensate  for  the  added  hazard  and  risk  of  forest  fires  by 
the  human  habitation  on  these  lands. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

The  forest  fire  assessment  computer  program  will  have  to  be  altered 
to  accomodate  this  change.   No  estimate  is  available,  presently,  on 
the  costs  of  such  a  change.   (See  also  Alternative  #2  -  Part  B) 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 
1.   Pro: 

a.  Forest  landowners,  holding  small  parcels  of  land,  would 
support  financially  both  the  assessment  collection  system, 
and  would  provide  a  fair  share  of  the  fire  suppression 
expenses. 

b.  Detailed  record  keeping  for  small  parcels  would  be  reduced. 
(See  also  Alternative  #2  -  Part  C) 


2.   Con: 


The  collection  of  assessment  roll  data  would  have  to  con- 
tinue on  some  4,000,000  acres  of  forest  land,  resulting  in 
unproductive  administrative  work.   This  effort  could  be 
better  spent  in  productive  planning  assistance  to  coopera- 
tive fire  counties. 
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b.  The  basic  data  for  classification  of  the  remaining 
4,000,000  acres  might  have  to  be  updated  in  the  near  fu- 
ture at  a  major  expense  to  the  State  General  Fund.   This 
data  is  approximately  20  years  old. 

c.  The  assessment  computer  program  will  have  to  be  changed 

to  accomodate  this  minimum  fee  system.   If  the  present  pro- 
gram cannot  be  changed  to  accomodate  the  minimum  fee,  the 
entire  program  may  have  to  be  rewritten.   This  will  pull 
further  funds  away  from  direct  suppression  efforts. 
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Alternative  3b;   Add  a  $10  Flat  Fee  Minimum,  and  Collect  the  Assessment 
Via  the  County  "Forest  Landowner"  Listings  (Coupled 
also  with  Alternative  #2) 

This  alternative  is  the  same  as  #3a,  with  the  additional  proposal  to 
change  the  method  of  assessment  collections.   Forest  fire  assessments 
are  presently  collected  from  landowners  of  classified  I  and  II  class 
lands.   A  detailed  listing  must  be  compiled  annually  and  presented  to 
each  county  for  collection.   This  alternative  would  do  away  with  these 
assessment  rolls,  and  collect  from  the  landowners  as  listed  on  the 
regular  county  tax  rolls  as  forest  owners. 

Forest  Landowner  data: 

Class  I  acreage  on  assessment  rolls  3,219,280  acres 

Class  II  acreage  on  assessment  rolls  1,204,899  acres 

County  "Forest  Owner"  acreage  3,000,000  acres* 

Reduction  in  "Paying  Acres"  Approx.  1,400,000  acres 

A.  Possible  Effects  On  Forest  Landowners: 

(See  #2  and  #3  for  effects  of  county  contract  and  the  $10  flat  fee.) 

The  change  of  collecting  fire  assessments  from  the  county  forest 
landowner  listing  would  have  a  direct  effect  on  the  protection 
rates.   It  would  result  in  fewer  owners  paying  for  fire  protection. 
The  Class  II  forest  landowner  would  no  longer  participate.   The 
rates  for  all  owners  would  have  to  increase  to  provide  the  same 
level  of  protection  to  the  Class  I  lands. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

The  forest  fire  assessment  rolls  would  be  dropped,  resulting  in  an 
immediate  $10,000  savings  in  administrative  expenses  to  the  State 
and  the  landowners.   This  alternative,  however,  would  shift  a 
major  portion  of  this  collection  expense  to  the  individual  counties. 
They  will  have  to  keep  track  of  minimum  acreages,  etc.  which  could 
result  in  additional  administrative  expenses  by  each  county. 

The  assessment  rates  would  have  to  be  increased  to  approximately 
18C  per  acre  to  maintain  the  current  level  of  protection.   This 
funding  would  be  augmented  by  the  county  cooperative  contract 
fees  to  provide  the  equivalent  amount  of  funding  as  the  present 
assessment  rolls. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 
1.   Pro: 

a.  The  forest  fire  assessment  roll  data  would  not  have  to  be 
updated  and  would,  therefore,  save  a  future  expenditure  of 
Genera]  Funds. 

b.  Detailed  record  keeping  for  small  parcels  would  be  reduced. 
(See  also  Alternative  #2  -  Part  C) 
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2.   Con: 


a.  Each  county  would  have  to  become  involved  in  a  program  to 
keep  track  of  forest  landowners,  including  those  below  the 
minimum  acreage.   The  county  would  assess,  collect,  and 
transmit  fire  protection  fees  to  the  State. 

b.  The  Class  II  forest  lands  (which  by  definition  are  inter- 
mingled with,  and  adjacent  to,  the  Class  I  lands)  wculd 
continue  to  receive  fire  protection,  but  would  not  share 
in  the  protection  expenses. 
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Alternative  3c:   Assign  a  Flat  Fee  Per  Owner  Per  County,  Regardless  of 
Acreage  Owned  (Coupled  also  with  Alternative  #2) 

Alternative  #3c  would  eliminate  the  difference  between  Class  I  and 
Class  II  forest  lands.   Maps  would  be  provided  each  county,  and  each 
landowner  within  the  designated  forested  area  would  be  assessed  a  flat 
fee.   The  fee  would  be  assessed  by  county,  regardless  of  each  owner's 
total  acreage.   (See  also  Alternative  #2) 

A.  Possible  Effects  On  Forest  Landowners: 

Some  landowners  fire  assessment  rates  would  change  drastically. 
With  approximately  15,000  forest  landowners  on  the  assessment  rolls, 
each  owner  would  have  to  pay  about  $4  0  per  county  to  provide  the 
current  level  of  funding.   (See  also  Alternative  #2  -  Part  A) 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

The  assessment  rolls  would  be  dropped,  however,  the  forest  land 
classifications  would  have  to  be  maintained  to  provide  the  counties 
with  a  map  of  assessable  properties.   (See  also  Alternative  #2  - 
Part  B) 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.   Pro: 

a.   Detailed  record  keeping  for  small  parcels  would  be  reduced. 
(See  also  Alternative  #2  -  Part  C) 


a.  This  system  charges  each  owner  the  same  amount,  regardless 
of  acreage  owned. 

b.  The  forest  fire  classification  data  will  have  to  be  updated 
in  the  future  with  a  substantial  cost  to  General  Fund. 
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Alternative  No.  4:  Allow  Contracting  Between  Cooperative  Counties  and  the 
State;  and  Substitute  other  Funding  for  the  Assessment 
Rolls. 

This  proposal  consists  of  two  major  parts.   The  first  is  to  drop  the  2t 
per  acre  forest  landowner  assessment  within  cooperative  fire  counties  and 
replace  it  with  a  negotiated  contract  fee  between  the  county  and  the 
State.   (See  Alternative  No.  2  for  a  complete  explanation  of  this  portion 
of  the  alternative) . 

The  second  major  part  of  this  Alternative  is  to  substitute  other  funding 
for  the  assessments  within  Forest  Fire  Districts  and  Affidavit  Units. 
The  proposal  would  then  look  as  follows: 


Assessment  Rolls  at  Present 


Proposal 


State  Support  to  Coop.  Counties 
State  Direct  Protection 
Federal  Direct  Protection 

Total  -- 


$  41,142   Replace  with  Co.  Contract  Fees 
419,873  ) Replace  with  General  Funding, 
126,737  ) Timber  Severence  Fee,  Mil  Levy, 
etc . 


$587,752 


Four  sub-alternates  to  provide  this  substitution  for  assessment  roll 
funding  are  provided.   These  are: 


Sub-alternate  4a 
4b 
4c 
4d 


Substitute  General  Funding 

Substitute  Timber  Severence  Fee 

Substitute  Statewide  Mil  Levy 

Substitute  a  State  and  County  Matching  Fund 


Each  of  these  sub-alternates  are  treated  separately  in  this  report 


Alternative  No.  4a:  Substitute  State  General  Funding  for  Assessment  Rolls. 
(Coupled  with  Alternative  No.  2) 

Alternative  4a  would  eliminate  the  Forest  Fire  Assessment  Rolls  and  sub- 
stitute two  forms  of  other  funding.   (County  contracts,  and  State  General 
Funds) .   All  State  residents  would  participate  in  the  funding  of  adequate 
wildfire  protection  of  Montana's  Natural  Resources.   (See  also  Alternative 
No.  2) 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

More  taxpayers  monies  could  be  channeled  towards  productive  fire 
planning,  assistance  to  counties,  and  direct  suppression  efforts 
instead  of  non-productive  assessment  collections.   This  will  help 
to  maintain  current  levels  of  protection  at  current  expenditure  levels. 
(See  also  Alternative  No.  2,  Part  A) 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

Two  FTE's  presently  involved  in  assessment  collections,  could  be 
shifted  to  county  contracts,  and  fire-  planning  to  assist  counties. 
Approximately  200,000  non-pay  acres  within  National  Forest  Service 
protection  areas  would  have  to  now  be  included  in  payments.   This 
would  increase  payments  to  the  Forest  Service  by  some  $30,000. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 
1.   Pro: 

a)  $6,000  in  State  expenditures  for  ADP  costs  for  fire  assessment 
roll  printing  could  be  eliminated. 

b)  Agitation  of  county  personnel  by  forest  landowners  concerning 
assessments  would  be  eliminated. 

c)  Time  spent  by  County  Assessors'  personnel  on  the  assessment 
rolls  would  be  eliminated. 

d)  Allows  more  funds  to  be  used  for  direct  suppression  and  less 
for  unproductive  administrative  work.   Will  help  maintain 
current  levels  of  protection  at  current  financing  rates. 

e)  A  major  barrier  to  State-County  Cooperative  efforts  in  pro- 
tection will  be  removed  and  allow  closer  coordination  of 
efforts. 


2.   Con: 


a)   The  forest  landowner  would  not  directly  participate  in  funding 
forest  fire  protection. 
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Alternative  No.  4b:   Substitute  a  Timber  Severence  Fee  for  Assessment 
Rolls.   (Coupled  with  Alternative  No.  2) 

Alternative  4b  would  eliminate  the  Forest  Fire  Assessment  Rolls  and  sub- 
stitute two  forms  of  other  funding.   (County  Contracts  and  a  Timber 
Severence  Fee)   (See  also  Alternative  No.  2) . 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

Forest  landowners  owning  small  parcels  of  land  would  not  participate 
in  funding  protection  on  their  lands  unless  harvesting  activities 
occur.   (See  also  No.  2,  Part  A) 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

Assuming  an  average  of  400,000,000  board  feet  of  timber  harvested 
annually,  each  10<=  of  severence  fee  would  raise  $40,000  in  funding. 

Two  FTE ' s  presently  involved  in  the  assessment  collection  system 
would  have  to  be  used  to  administer  the  severence  fee  program. 

Approximately  200,000  non-pay  acres  within  National  Forest  Service 
Protection  Areas  would  have  to  now  be  included  in  payments.   This 
would  increase  payments  to  the  Forest  Service  by  some  $30,000. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.  Pro: 

a)  Agitation  of  County  personnel  by  forest  landowners  concerning 
assessments  would  be  eliminated. 

b)  Time  spent  by  County  personnel  on  the  assessment  rolls  would 
be  eliminated. 

c)  A  major  barrier  to  State-County  Cooperative  efforts  in 
protection  would  be  removed  and  allow  closer  coordination  of 
efforts . 

2.  Con: 

a)  Forest  products  purchasers  would  become  involved  in  reporting 
timber  cutting  volumes  along  with  hazard  reduction  payments. 

b)  Two  FTE's  would  have  to  be  used  to  maintain  cutting  records 
and  payment  fees . 

c)  Forest  landowners,  not  involved  in  cutting  operations,  would 
not  participate  directly  in  payments  for  fire  protection. 

d)  Owners  of  Class  II  forest  lands  would  not  fund  fire  pro- 
tection operations. 
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Alternative  No.  4c:   Substitute  a  Statewide  Mil  Levy  for  Assessment  Rolls. 
(Coupled  with  Alternative  No.  2) 

Alternative  No.  4c  would  eliminate  the  Forest  Fire  Assessment  Rolls  and 
substitute  two  forms  of  other  funding  (County  Contracts,  and  a  Statewide 
mil  levy) .   (See  also  alternative  No.  2) 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

Forest  landowners  would  no  longer  participate  directly  in  funding 
protection.   This  would  allow  use  of  funds  for  direct  protection  and 
planning,  and  assistance  to  cooperative  counties  instead  of  on  non- 
productive assessment  collections.   This  will  help  maintain  current 
levels  of  protection  at  current  expenditure  levels.   (See  also 
Alternative  No.  2,  Part  A) 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

A  Statewide  mil  levy  of  approximately  one-half  (%)  mils  would  produce 
an  equivalent  fund  to  the  assessment  rolls.  ($600,000  by  1975  figures), 
An  additional  $30,000  would  have  to  be  paid  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
for  approximately  200,000  acres  inside  their  protection  boundaries. 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.  Pro: 

a)  Agitation  of  County  personnel  by  forest  landowners  concerning 
assessment  would  be  eliminated. 

b)  Time  spent  by  County  personnel  on  the  assessment  rolls  would 
be  eliminated. 

c)  Allowing  contracting  between  counties  and  State  will  allow 
closer  coordination  and  assistance  to  the  cooperative  fire 
program. 

2.  Con: 

a)   The  forest  landowner  would  not  directly  participate  in  funding 
forest  fire  protection. 
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Alternative  No.  4d: 


Substitute  a  State  &  County  Matching  Fund. 
(Coupled  with  Alternative  No.  2) 


This  alternative  would  eliminate  the  forest  fire  assessment  rolls  and 
substitute  alternative  funding.  (County  contracts,  and  a  combination 
of  State  and  County  funds)   (See  also  Alternative  No.  2) 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

All  landowners  could  share  in  the  protection  of  the  forest  re- 
sources.  It  could  provide  a  system  by  which  landowners  in  heavily 
forested  counties  would  provide  a  greater  share  of  the  protection 
costs  than  non-forested  counties. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

The  total  fire  protection  costs  could  be  determined  annually  and 
prorated  back  against  each  county,  based  on  total  acreage  in  the 
county,  or  on  total  forest  land  in  the  county,  etc.   The  State 
would  then  fund  50%  of  the  total  amount  through  the  General  Fund, 
Statewide  mil  levy,  or  some  other  means.   The  counties  would  then 
be  billed  for  their  individual  shares  of  the  remaining  50%  of  the 
total  annual  costs  which  might  be  collected  on  a  county-wide  mil 
levy. 

The  net  effect  would  be  a  slight  decrease  in  funding  from  the  State 
level  and  a  slight  increase  at  the  county  level. 


Example 


1975 


State  General  Fund 
Assessment  Rolls 


$   851,000 

587,000 

$1,438,000 


Proposed:   State  50%     $719,000  (-$132,000) 
Counties  50%   719,000  (+$132,000) 

C.   Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Program: 

1.  Pro: 

a.  Allows  all  county  landowners  to  share  in  fire  protection 
expenses. 

b.  Small  landowners  would  also  share  in  the  protection  costs. 

c.  Assessment  roll  collection  expenses  could  be  more  efficient- 
ly utilized  in  fire  planning  work. 

d.  Additional  FTEs  would  not  be  needed. 

2.  Con: 

a.   Each  county  involved  would  have  to  establish  some  system  of 
funding  to  provide  the  necessary  funding. 
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Alternative  No.  5a:   Establish  a  County  Cooperative  Suppression  Fund 

Alternative  #5a  is  a  proposal  to  establish  and  maintain  a  fire  suppres- 
sion fund  in  support  of  cooperative  fire  county  volunteer  wildfire 
operations.   The  fund  would  be  established  and  maintained  through 
matching  contributions  by  the  State,  and  by  cooperative  fire  counties. 

A.  Effect  On  Forest  Landowners: 

Establishment  of  a  suppression  fund  to  support  county  suppression 
efforts  will  help  reduce  natural  resource  losses  on  some  16  million 
acres  of  State  and  private  forest,  range,  and  croplands. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

State  General  Funds  would  be  utilized  to  match  county  funds  from 
cooperative  fire  counties  to  build  up  and  then  maintain  a  $200,000 
suppression  fund.   (Timber  severence  fees  might  also  be  utilized 
to  maintain  this  fund  if  cutting  is  accomplished  within  the  county 
protected  area.) 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 
1.   Pro: 

a.  Provides  for  rapid,  direct  State  support  to  counties  that 
are  experiencing  dangerous  wildfire  conditions  that  threat- 
en to  exceed  their  capabilities. 

b.  Should  reduce  the  time  lag  normally  involved  in  a  county 
obtaining  assistance,  and  therefore,  should  keep  large 
fires  to  a  minimum  and  hold  down  the  losses  of  natural 
resources. 


2.   Con: 


A  commitment  of  State  General  Fund  monies  would  have  to 
be  made  to  support  this  fund.   (This  might  be  reduced  by  a 
utilization  of  timber  severence  fees  within  county  pro- 
tection areas . ) 
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Alternative  No.  5b:   Establish  a  State  Suppression  Fund 

This  alternative  is  a  proposal  to  establish  and  maintain  a  fire  suppressio 
fund  in  support  of  State  fire  suppression  efforts  on  timber  lands.   The 
fund  would  be  utilized  for  other  than  normal  fire  control  operations, 
such  as  project  type  fires.   (Note:   This  alternative  should  not  be  utilizd 
where  the  Severence  Fee  is  used  as  an  alternative  to  fund  normal  ooer- 
ations:  No.  4b) 

A.  Effect  on  Forest  Landowners: 

This  proposal  would  allow  forest  landowners  that  are  procuring  a  dired 
income  from  forest  products  on  their  lands,  to  participate  in 
funding  suppression  efforts.   The  establishment  of  such  a  fund  would 
help  reduce  the  need  for  State  supplemental  budgeting  to  cover 
abnormal  fire  suppression  expenses. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

Each  IOC  of  Timber  Severence  Fee  should  produce  approximately  $40,000 
annually.   Two  FTE ' s  would  have  to  be  added  to  administer  the 
collection  of  this  funding.   The  present  forest  hazard  reduction  fee 
collection  system  would  also  be  utilized  to  account  for  volumes  cut 
and  payments  received  on  various  wood  products.   (Note:   Recreationist 
conservation  licenses  may  also  be  utilized  to  support  this  fund.   No 
estimates  on  income  available  at  present,  but  could  be  procured) . 

C.  Pros  and  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.  Pro: 

a)  Provides  a  positive  incentive  to  woods  type  operations  to 
reduce  fire  starts  in  heavy  forest  slash  fuel  accumulations. 
Reductions  in  large  fires  will  reduce  the  need  for  supp- 
ression funds  and  jointly  reduce  severence  fee  levies. 

b)  Should  reduce  the  need  for  supplemental  appropriations  from 
the  State  General  Fund  for  fire  suppression  efforts. 

c)  Allows  the  forest-timber  operator-to  directly  contribute  to 
the  protection  of  forested  lands. 

d)  If  the  recreationist  conservation  fee  is  used  to  fund  this 
proposal,  the  forest  recreationist  would  also  be  directly 
contributing  to  fire  protection  measures  which  directly  and 
indirectly  benefit  him. 

2.  Con: 

a)   Two  additional  FTE ' s  would  have  to  be  added  to  keep  track  of 
severence  fee  payments . 
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Alternative  No.  6:   Establish  Basic  Fire  Responsibilities  at  the  County 
Level;  Allow  State  to  Contract  Protection 

This  proposal  would  establish  the  county  as  the  level  charged  with  the 
basic  fire  control  responsibilities.   The  county  could  contract  with 
the  State  for  fire  protection  services  in  the  event  that  the  county 
could  not  provide  these  services. 

A.  Possible  Effects  on  Forest  Landowners: 

Forest  fire  protection  could  become  fragmented  and  easily  regional- 
ized. Fire  protection  equipment  and  manpower  would  probably  not  be 
easily  shifted  between  counties,  resulting  in  a  decreased  fire  sup- 
pression capability  (unless  funds  were  increased  in  each  individual 
county) .  The  net  effect  could  be  to  place  more  individual  responsi- 
bility on  the  forest  landowner  for  wildland  fire  protection. 

B.  Fiscal  Effects: 

Forest  landowners  might  pay  more  for  protection,  they  might  pay 
less,  depending  upon  the  system  of  protection  and  funding  which  is 
settled  upon  by  the  individual  counties.   This  could  also  vary 
county  by  county. 

C.  Pros  ana  Cons  of  the  Proposal: 

1.  Pro: 

a.   The  forest  fire  assessment  system  (at  the  State  level) 
would  be  dropped. 

2.  Con: 

a.  The  counties  would  have  to  provide  adequate  forest  fire 
protection  and  establish  a  proper  funding  system.  (The 
county  might  wish  to  contract  with  the  State  for  protection.) 

b.  Long  range  continuity  of  protection  would  be  lost  since  each 
county  would  determine  its  individual  intensity  to  be  es- 
tablished.  This  would  rule  out  long-tern  investments  in 
lookout  towers,  aerial  detection  equipment,  radio  repeaters, 
etc.,  if  the  county  contracts  with  the  State  fluctuate  annu- 
ally. 

c.  Counties  have  not  established  their  abilities  in  the  past 
to  suppress  forest  fires  requiring  large  numbers  of  man- 
power, funding,  sophisticated  fire  detection,  and  suppres- 
sion equipment.   It  is  questionable,  with  the  increasing 
movement  of  people  into  forested  areas,  whether  individual 
counties  can  provide  adequate  levels  of  forest  fire  protec- 
tion. 
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A  FEASIBLE  ALTERNATIVE  TO  THE  PRESENT 
WILDLAND  FIRE  FUNDING  SYSTEM 

This  section  describes  a  system  for  funding  wildland  fire  pro- 
tection in  Montana  that  was  considered  feasible  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation.   The  subcommittee 
discussed  the  proposal  and  asked  that  a  bill  be  drafted  to 
accomplish  the  system  described.   The  bill  recommended  by  the 
subcommittee  is  patterned  for  the  most  part  after  the  system 
described  here. 

The  State  of  Montana  has  within  its  boundaries  some  60  million 
acres  of  state-owned  and  privately-owned  lands.   Fires  daily, 
and  annually,  pose  a  threat  to  the  various  resources  upon  these 
lands.   Fires  each  day  destroy  structural  resources  such  as 
homes,  barns,  etc.   The  majority  of  these  structural  fires 
originate  within  these  buildings,  and  present  a  structural 
type  of  firefighting  problem.   Other  fires  annually  destroy 
our  natural  resources  in  the  form  of  timber,  grass,  wheat  and 
hay  crops,  etc.   These  wildland  fires  present  a  second  type  of 
firefighting  problem  because  of  the  conditions  under  which  they 
burn. 

Montana  is  a  large  state  with  a  diversity  of  weather,  fuel, 
and  topographic  conditions.   This  diversity  results  in  a  variety 
of  fire  situations,  depending  upon  the  combination  of  those 
factors  which  are  encountered,  and  the  types  of  ignition  sources 
that  are  present.    This  diversity  results  in  a  variation  in 
the  intensities  of  fire  protection  needed  to  satisfy  the  local 
needs  for  adequate  wildland  and  structural  fire  protection. 
Montanans  are  concerned  about  their  natural  resources.   They 
are  interested  in  both  the  utilization  of  certain  resources, 
and  are  also  concerned  with  the  preservation  and  maintenance 
of  natural  resources  for  use  by  future  generations.   The  values 
of  these  resources  are  increasing  with  the  changes  in  national 
and  worldwide  fuel  and  food  balances.   Certain  factors  continue 
to  pose  a  threat  to  our  natural  resources.   The  public  use  of 
privately-owned  lands  increases  annually.   Most  of  the  recreat- 
ing public  takes  a  personal  interest  in  preventing  fires 
associated  with  their  activities.   There  are  man-caused  fires 
which  originate,  however,  and  burn  timber  and  rangeland  resources. 
The  private  landowner  may  not  have  any  control  over  this  threat 
to  his  resources. 

The  movement  of  people  into  permanent  or  semi-permanent  residences 
within  forested  areas  is  resulting  in  an  increased  association 
of  a  man-caused  fire  ignition  source  with  these  fuels.   Fires 
which  are  ignited,  either  by  lightning  or  man,  present  an 
increasing  threat  to  the  structural  and  natural  resources  of 
adjacent  landowners. 


■73- 


One  of  the  leaders  in  Montana's  economy  has  consistently  been 
the  forest  products  industry.   Montanans  are  concerned  about 
the  destruction  of  forest  products  by  fire.   Fires  may  result 
in  a  direct  loss  of  logging  equipment  by  a  timber  operator, 
and  they  usually  result  in  a  direct  reduction  in  the  amount 
of  merchantable  products  available,  which  may  place  an  increas- 
ing pressure  on  the  harvesting  of  sub-marginal  timber  producing 
lands.   The  department's  proposal  is  to  provide  a  twofold 
combination  of  natural  resource  fire  protection  intensities 
based  on  fuels,  topography,  weather,  and  ignition  source 
factors. 

Intensity  No.  1 

The  forest  lands  within  forest  fire  districts  and  forest  fires 
affidavit  units  have  consistently  exhibited  the  factors  which 
call  for  intensive  professional  level  fire  protection.   It  is 
recommended  that  the  areas  presently  within  these  established 
forest  fire  districts  and  affidavit  units,  continue  to  be 
recognized  as  the  state's  natural  resource  fire  protection 
responsibility.   Funding  for  this  protection  should  be  via  a 
combination  of  federal,  state,  and  local  forest  landowner 
funds.   The  assessment  rolls  should  be  streamlined  to  maintain 
adequate  protection  at  current  funding  levels. 

Intensity  No.  2 

The  areas  not  within  these  state  responsibility  areas  should 
continue  to  be  recognized  as  the  landowner's  responsibility 
with  protection  provided  through  a  combination  of  county  and 
local  firefighting  forces.   Funding  should  be  provided  via 
local  funds  with  state  funded  support  to  those  counties  en- 
rolled in  the  state's  County  Co-op  Fire  Program.   Nineteen 
counties  in  Montana  presently  enlist  the  state's  support  for 
their  local  fire  programs.   It  is  recommended  that  this  support 
be  recognized   and  authorization  granted  for  its  continuance. 

The  attached  map  outlines  this  proposal: 

A.  Solid  white  color:   State  protection  responsibility. 
Intensity  No.  1 

B.  Shaded  areas  with  black  Crosshatch  leaning  right: 
County  protection  responsibility  with  state  support. 
Intensity  No.  2 

C.  Shaded  area  with  black  Crosshatch  leaning  left: 
County  protection  responsibility.   Intensity  No.  2 
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Montana's  fire  protection  systems,  for  both  structural  and 
natural  resource  fire  protection,  have  evolved  since  its  early 
pioneer  days.   Any  changes  in  the  approach  toward  fire  problems 
should  be  based  upon  definite  goals  which  enhance  the  efficiency 
of  local  and  state  operations.   Four  goals  were  used  as  guide- 
lines in  drafting  this  proposal.   These  four  goals  are: 

1.  Streamline  the  forest  fire  assessment  system  to 
control  increasing  administrative  costs,  allow 
small  ownerships  to  share  in  the  costs  of  ad- 
ministration and  actual  fire  suppression  for 
their  lands;  and  at  the  same  time  maintain 
adequate  fire  prevention,  presuppression ,  and 
suppression  forces  to  provide  forest,  range, 
and  cropland  fire  protection  at  the  present 
funding  levels. 

2.  Continue  to  allow  certain  localized  funding, 
by  landowners,  for  fire  protection  provided 
within  their  county. 

3.  Attempt  to  reduce  jurisdictional  duplication, 
and  provide  for  local  solution  of  local  fire 
problems. 

4.  Provide  the  means  for  adjusting  the  intensities 
of  fire  protection  as  local  needs  change. 

Changes  deemed  necessary  to  achieve  adequate  protection  under 
the  existing  statutes,  and  to  meet  the  four  proposed  goals  are: 

Goal  No.  1: 


A  Streamlining  of  the  Forest  Fire  Assessment  System: 

A.   The  state  statutes  presently  recognize  two  classes 
for  forest  land: 

Class  I  Forest  Land:   Land  with  at  least  10%  of 
the  ground  covered  by  crowns  of  trees. 

Class  II  Forest  Land:   Land  with  less  than  10%  of 
the  ground  covered  by  the  crowns  of  trees,  and 
not  more  than  1/2  mile  from  Class  I  land. 

In  the  past  a  differentiation  in  the  assessment  rate  structure 
has  been  applied  to  these  two  classes  of  land.   Presently  the 
forest  fire  fighting  expenses,  and  presuppression  costs  to 
prepare  to  fight  fires  on  both  classes  of  land,  are  substantially 
the  same . 

The  maintenance  of  records  detailing  the  amount  of  Class  I  and 
II  lands  by  individual  ownership  is  resulting  in  an  increasing 
administrative  workload. 
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It  is  recommended  that  this  difference  be  eliminated,  with 
both  classes  being  classified  simply  as  "forest  land"  with 
the  present  maximum  ceiling  of  16  cents  per  acre  continued. 

Fiscal  Ramifications: 

Under  this  proposal,  approximately  955,800  acres 
of  Class  II  privately-owned  forest  lands  would  be 
expected  to  pay  a  higher  rate  than  5  cents  per  acre, 
If  the  maximum  spending  limit  is  maintained,  this 
could  result  in  a  decrease  in  payment  from  16  cents 
by  the  owners  of  Class  I  forest  lands  (3,113,434 
acres) . 

Since  most  owners  of  Class  II  lands  are  also  the 
same  owners  of  Class  I  lands,  these  changes  should 
have  somewhat  of  a  balancing  effect. 

The  total  effect  would  be  to  maintain  the  present 
funding  level  via  the  assessment  rolls;  hold  the 
administrative  workload  down;  and  help  maintain 
adequate  protection  within  the  statutory  maximum 
rate  per  acre. 

B.    A  further  streamlining  of  the  assessment  system 
could  be  achieved  by  establishing  a  minimum  rate 
for  small  parcels  of  ownership.   These  small 
ownerships  presently  do  not  provide  adequate 
assessment  roll  funds  to  cover  the  additional 
hazards  and  risks  created  by  the  increased  human 
activity;  and  these  ownerships  result  in  an  in- 
creased administrative  workload  in  maintaining 
the  assessment  rolls. 

Fiscal  Ramifications: 

Approximately  90,000  acres  of  forest  land  (approxi- 
mately 2%  of  the  total  on  the  assessment  rolls) 
would  be  affected  by  this  proposal  if  the  minimum 
fee  were  set  at  $6.00.   Comparison  of  rates  at 
maximum  of  16  cents  per  acre: 

Present  rate  structure   Proposed 

30  4.80  6.00 

20  3.20  6.00 

10  1.60  6.00 

The  additional  funding,  which  would  be  provided, 
would  offset  the  added  protection  costs  due  to  the 
subdivision  activity  associated  with  smaller 
ownerships . 
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C.    State  Support  of  County  and  Local  Fire  Protection 
Forces : 

The  present  procedure  for  the  state's  support  of 
counties  enrolled  in  the  County  Co-op  Fire  Program 
is  through  a  combination  of  State  General  Funding, 
and  through  a  direct  assessment  on  forest  land  of 
2  cents  per  acre.   This  system  is  patterned  after 
the  funding  within  forest  fire  districts  in  which 
federal  and  state  funds  support  2/3  of  the  protec- 
tion costs  and  the  forest  landowner  provides  1/3 
of  the  cost  via  an  assessment  roll  collection. 

The  forest  landowners  within  the  County  Co-op  Pro- 
gram already  provide  local  funds  for  the  mainten- 
ance of  fire  fighting  equipment,  and  provide  volun- 
tary labor  to  suppress  fires.   These  services  should 
be  recognized  as  meeting  the  landowners  direct 
payment  without  the  additional  2-cent  assessment. 

The  state  should  in  turn  provide  support  through 
the  general  fund  to  this  program,  as  it  does  to 
forest  fire  districts,  by  providing  funds  for  the 
state's  efforts  in  training  volunteers,  drafting 
fire  plans,  equipping  excess  property  fire  trucks 
and  the  direct  assistance  on  project  fires. 

Fiscal  Ramifications: 

$4  7,4  32  for  the  County  Co-op  Fire  Program  is 
presently  funded  through  the  2-cent  per  acre 
assessment.   The  state  is  requested  to  fund  this 
additional  support  directly  from  the  state  general 
fund.   The  effect  would  be  to  control  an  increas- 
ing administrative  assessment  roll  workload.   The 
counties  would  maintain  their  own  funding  levels 
through  current  blocks  of  authorization. 

Nineteen  counties  are  presently  enrolled  in  this 
program.   Other  counties  endeavoring  to  enter  the 
program  would  need  legislative  approval  for  the 
expenditure  of  additional  state  supportive  funds 
before  being  allowed  to  enter. 

The  total  funds,  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  areas 
outlined  in  white  (state  reponsibility )  on  the  map,  would 
remain  near  the  current  level.   The  funding  source  would  be 
altered  slightly  to  streamline  the  forest  fire  assessment 
rolls  with  a  combination  of  Class  I  and  II  forest  lands  under 
one  class,  and  the  establishment  of  a  minimum  fee  for  acreages 
below  40  acres  in  size.   The  current  fire  protection  services 
would  be  provided  at  the  same  cost. 
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Contracts  for  state  assistance  to  individual  counties  would 
be  limited  to  the  19  counties  presently  signed  up  under  the 
Cooperative  Fire  Program.   Any  additional  requests  must  receive 
Legislative  approval  prior  to  funding  and  implementation. 

Counties  that  do  not  maintain  a  State-County  Co-op  Fire  Support 
Contract,  and  that  require  an  expenditure  of  state  funds  for 
direct  suppression  assistance,  would  be  requested  to  reimburse 
the  state  for  these  expenditures. 

Goal  No.  2  : 

Continue  to  Allow  Certain  Localized  Funding  by  Land- 
owners,  for  Fire  Protection  Provided  Within  Their 
County: 

The  department's  proposal  allows  continued  localized  funding 
for  natural  resource  fire  protection  outside  of  the  organized 
forest  fire  districts. 

The  level  of  local  funding,  with  the  corresponding  state  fund- 
ing, is  designed  to  encourage  the  local  counties  to  provide 
their  fire  protection  needs  at  their  level.   If  higher  intensi- 
ties of  protection  than  the  county  can  provide  are  needed,  and 
the  county  enrolls  in  the  Cooperative  Fire  Program,  it  could 
result  in  additional  state  funding,  but  would  also  necessitate 
an  increase  in  local  taxes.   This  should  provide  a  deterrent 
to  massive  increases  in  state  responsibilities. 

A  cooperative  fire  counties  request  for  state  support  will 
necessitate  an  expenditure  by  local  government  to  maintain 
the  contract. 

Another  built-in  check  and  balance  is  to  require  payment  of 
state  suppression  expenses  by  a  county  if  it  does  not  maintain 
a  support  contract  with  the  state.   This  will  provide  the 
incentive  to  a  county  to  maintain  an  adequate  level  of  fire 
protection  services. 

Goal  No.  3  : 

Attempt  to  Reduce  Jurisdictional  Duplication,  and  Pro- 
vide for  Local  Solution  of  Local  Fire  Problems: 

This  proposal  recognizes  that  there  may  exist  a  definite  need 
for  both  state  forest  fire  protection  and  for  local  structural 
protection  in  the  same  area.   The  proposal,  however,  does  reduce 
these  areas  to  a  minimum.   This  is  done  by  recognizing  two  levels 
of  responsibility  for  natural  resource  fire  protection.   Under 
the  present  status,  about  8-1/2  million  acres  are  assigned  to 
the  state,  and  about  50  million  acres  are  assigned  to  the 
counties  and  their  local  forces. 


-80- 


Cooperation  and  coordination  now  exist  between  the  state  and 
the  individual  counties  and  statutory  measures  are  available 
to  reduce  jurisdictional  duplication. 

Goal  No.  4 


Provide  the  Means  for  Adjusting  the  Intensities  of 
Protection  as  Local  Needs  Change: 

The  department's  proposal  still  allows  landowners  to  petition 
for  increased  natural  resource  protection.   The  proposal  also 
allows  counties,  RFD's,  and  VFC's  to  enter  into  contractural 
support  from  the  state,  and  the  proposal  also  recommends  that 
existing  regulations  remain  in  effect  to  allow  the  withdrawal 
of  structural  build-up  areas  into  local  Rural  Fire  Districts. 
This  flexibility  would  provide  for  increased  natural  resource 
protection  or  increased  structural  protection  as  the  needs 
arise.   It  also  provides  the  built-in  checks  and  balances  to 
control  such  changes  and  regulate  state  expenditures. 
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